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ABSTRACT
The field of student affairs administration could benefit from research on how student affairs
administrators perceive their duties, responsibilities, and obligations, as well as how such an
understanding could contribute to organizational theory, practice, and policy. The purpose of
this study was to examine how administrators in student affairs perceive their role in public
higher education institutions in the United States. This study examined SAAs’ duties,
obligations, and responsibilities (role) using Q methodology. Although there are perception
studies using Q methodology in higher education, there are fewer empirical studies on how
SAAs’ perceive their roles. Consequently, this study recruited forty professionals in student
affairs from 12 public institutions of higher education. On a continuum from “least important” (4) to “most important” (+4), they sorted 37 statements that represented their views on SAAs’
duties and responsibilities. The 40 sorts were then factor analyzed with PQMethod 2.33 a,
freeware program. Four factors emerged that represent distinct viewpoints on the role of student
affairs administrators in public tertiary institutions—Connective Leadership, Instructive
Leadership, Supportive Leadership, and Constructive Leadership. These four factors—details of
which are presented in the study—indicate that student affairs administrators view their roles
through four different leadership lenses, but that each lens is modulated or modified by four
major theories—self-perception theory, organizational role theory, and, more importantly,
student development theory.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
My experience in student affairs (SA) has shown me that university professionals face
ever changing challenges. Challenges include new technologies, new regulations costs continue
to rise while revenue and student ability to pay (related to the push for accessibility) decline.
The white 18-year-old college student of the 1960s is very different from the college student of
today; “thirty-eight percent of those enrolled in higher education are over the age of 25 and onefourth are over the age of 30, and this is projected to increase another twenty-three percent by
2019” (Hess, 2011). Today’s campuses are populated to an increasing extent by individuals
from previously underrepresented groups, including African Americans, Latinos, Asians, and
Native Americans. According to the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics (2013), from 1976 to 2011 the campus attendance of Hispanic, Asian/Pacific
Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native and Black students has experienced an increase from .3
to 10 percent.
Finances present particular challenges for both administrators and the students they serve.
Families of college bound students are concerned about funding their children’s college
education, but public tuitions costs continue to rise while revenue and student ability to pay
(related to the push for accessibility) decline with the expectation that students and families can
find the means to pay an increasing share of the cost of attending higher education institutions
(HEIs) (Altundemir, 2012; Immerwahr & Johnson, 2007; Martin & Lehren, 2012). There is also
a need for leaders within higher education (HE) to be more accountable and effective
(McGovern, Foster, & Ward, 2002; Monahan & Shah, 2011), especially with tighter budgets.
Such accountability is important because revenue and the availability of other resources remain a
dominant influence on the functional structures of student affairs organizations (Kuk & Banning,
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2009). Garland and Grace (1993) noted that “student affairs organizations must respond to the
new accountability in higher education” (p. 5). Immerwahr and Johnson (2007) also observed
that state governments are asking for “greater accountability and productivity from their state
HEIs” (p. 7). In order for student affairs administrators (SAAs) to develop strategies to address
these challenges, they will need opportunities to develop leaders and leadership skills
(Altundemir, 2012; Garland & Grace, 1993; Martin & Lehren, 2012).
According to Smith and Hughey (2006), leadership is one of the most essential
determinants of success in HE (p. 157). Northouse (2013) defined leadership as “seeking
adaptive and constructive change” (p. 13). The concept and practice of leadership are not new
(Jones, 2002); rather, they date back to the beginning of civilization (Bass, 1995). Kotter (1995)
believed that the ultimate act of leadership is “institutionalizing a leadership-centered culture” (p.
123). This aspect of leadership has a profound effect on organizational learning, defined as
people in an organization learning together (Senge, 2006). This means that SAAs can develop
their leadership skills by reflecting on and practicing their leadership styles, which in turn
encourages growth of the learning organization. Understanding the leadership styles of leaders
in HEIs is crucial to the vigor and success of an institution (Monahan & Shah, 2011; Sypawka,
Mallett, & McFadden, 2010). A critical element in any management situation is the leadership
style of the individual who is in the role of leader (Banning, as cited in Smith & Hughey, 2006,
p. 158).
HEIs today, regardless of their size, are multifaceted, complex, and fluctuating
organizations (Barr, 1993; Love & Estanek, 2004; McGovern et al., 2002; Sypawka et al., 2010),
and since the 1960s, student affairs organizations have become just as complex (Kuk & Banning,
2009; Roberts, 2005). In order for student affairs leaders to be successful, they must be aware of
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the unusual factors that characterize most campus environments (Smith & Hughey, 2006). SAAs
are essential in order for HEIs to function as learning organizations. These individuals “motivate
and guide their staff, influence others in the institution to be more student-oriented, and work to
secure the resources necessary for the provision of even more effective student services” (Smith
& Hughey, 2006, p. 161). SAAs are institutional leaders by virtue of their official placement in
HE (Creamer, Winston, & Miller, 2001).
If student affairs leadership is important to the success of a learning organization, then
what are the perceived roles of SAAs? Kirkpatrick and Locke (1991) declared that in the realm
of leadership, each individual is important. If the individual matters, then the perceptions that
individuals have of the leader also matter. Rosser (2003) explained that “individual perceptions
are based on what leaders say and do; that is, perceptions are grounded in the individual’s
experience with the leader’s behavior” (p. 71).
Schwab (1973) described five “commonplaces” or universals within educational
organizations: subject matter, learners, milieus, teachers, and curriculum making. Haller and
Knapp (1985) noted that inquiry into educational leadership should conduct “studies of patterned
relationships among these five commonplaces with attention to the effects of those relationships
on the transmission of subject matter to learners” (p. 161). The first commonplace, subject
matter, is knowledge of and familiarity with scholarly materials in a discipline (Schwab, 1973).
Second, learners are individuals who benefit from that knowledge. But several factors influence
what learners learn and how they learn. These include age, previous knowledge, learning goals,
attitudes, competences, and propensities (Schwab, 1973). Third, milieus are the environments in
which learning is conducted. These may include the university, classroom, family, community,
or any religious groupings (Schwab, 1973). Fourth, teachers are important because of their
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knowledge and expertise in updating and implementing teaching methods. The fifth
commonplace is the curriculum, which is implemented by administrators and educational
leaders.
Because administrators and leaders are responsible for understanding and managing the
interrelationships among the commonplaces (Schwab, 1973), this study focuses on
administrators and leaders. The study investigates what SAAs perceive as their roles in public
HEIs. In order to understand what constitutes a successful career in student affairs and what
skills are needed to engage students effectively, one must understand how SAAs perceive their
roles and how their perceptions influence the work they do. Garland and Grace (1993) declared,
“Student affairs professionals must continue to build their repertoire of skills to enable them to
lead an institution's efforts to develop comprehensive responses to changing conditions” (p. 7).
They concluded “the development of new skills for SAAs has clear implications for the
preparation and continuing professional development of individuals in the profession” (p. 7).
Statement of the Problem
Leadership in the academic domain is becoming more complex than ever before
(Northouse, 2013; Smith & Hughey, 2006). Few empirical studies have been conducted in HEIs
on what SAAs perceive as their role. As a professional in the field, I believe there is value in
understanding SAAs’ perception of their roles, thereby increasing the knowledge base in the
field. Lovell and Kosten (2000) noted that because of the changing environment in
postsecondary education due to financial and resource constraints, and increasing calls for
quality education, there are increased demands for accountability from students, parents, and
policymakers. To meet this demand for accountability and quality, SAAs must be clear about
how they perceive and perform their roles.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine how administrators in student affairs perceive
their role in public HEIs in the United States. “Leadership perceptions are important because
they make up the social fabric of many organizations” (Lord, De Vader, & Alliger, 1986).
According to Spendlove (2007), leadership competencies must be identified and developed
throughout institutions. Clarifying and understanding the perceptions of administrators is one
way to assist them to improve and develop their role and its performance. This study will survey
SAAs in public HEIs. It is designed to 1) define the role of SAAs, 2) determine how SAAs
perceive their role, and 3) contribute to the knowledge base in HE administration, especially as it
relates to SAAs. The division of student affairs (DSA) in general, and development of
leadership skills in particular, are of interest to me because I have worked in student affairs for
almost 10 years, and in HE for 19 years. I plan to continue to work and develop my skills in
public HE. Garland and Grace (1993) opined that student affairs professionals should work to
expand their repertoire of skills to allow them to lead an institution's efforts to develop
comprehensive responses to changing conditions. They further stated that the development of
new skills for these professionals has obvious implications for professional development in the
field of student affairs. This study provides insight into how leaders perceive their roles
regarding their duties, obligations, and responsibilities in public HE. Katherine’s (2011) study
examined perceptions of SAAs and how they define their roles at a public HEI; the study
affirmed that there is a shortage of empirical studies on student affairs in HE. This study
expands the knowledge of this topic for future leaders and researchers interested in student
affairs within public HE. As roles of HE administrators continue to expand and grow in
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importance (Winston, Creamer, & Miller, 2013), it is important to study the perceptions of
SAA’s roles.
Theoretical Framework
Several theories framed this study. First, Bem’s (1967) self-perception theory was used to
explain how SAAs perceive their role and how it influences behavior. Self-perception theory
asks the question, “What must my attitude be if I am willing to behave in this fashion in this
situation?" (Bem & McConnell, 1970, p. 29). According to Woodyard (1973), Bem’s theory
makes judgments about beliefs in the same way judgments are made about the beliefs of others,
all based on behaviors that are observed. “The ability to explain changes in self-knowledge
under a wide range of conditions makes self-perception theory one of the most influential
theories on how people get to know themselves” (Ehiobuche, 2012, p. 23). Perception can be
defined as the process of receiving information, and determining which information to pay
attention to and how to interpret that information (Ehiobuche, 2012). Perceptions are formed on
the basis of a person’s prior knowledge and past experience. Skinner (1965) referred to
perceptions as our “behavior” with our surroundings or the world as we know it (p. 140).
Understanding individuals’ perceptions regarding their role in an organization can be beneficial
to managers and leaders. Such insight is important because stimuli, both internal and external,
can affect the behavior of individuals (Ehiobuche, 2012).
Role theory was the second theory used to frame the study. According to role theory,
“interpretation of organizational context can guide managerial perceptions of their role”
(Shivers-Blackwell, 2004, p. 45). Biddle (1986) declared that role theory focuses on the duties,
responsibilities, and obligations of an organization and its “social systems that are preplanned,
task-oriented, and hierarchical” (p. 73). This theory is specifically associated with positions in
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the organization and the expectations of those positions. Shivers-Blackwell (2004) suggested
that role theory is useful in understanding and determining how managers’ perceptions of the
organization’s environment influence their leadership behaviors. She noted “expectations of and
assumptions about the organization’s structure, culture, and superiors exert pressures on
managers in order to make their behavior congruent with organizational requirements” (p. 45).
Shivers-Blackwell (2004) also observed that there is a direct relationship between context and
leadership behaviors and that “every work environment is a set of activities or roles that are
defined as potential behaviors to be performed in accordance with a specific job” (p. 41). These
behaviors can impact the perceived role of SAAs in HE as well. Gillett-Karam (1999) noted that
understanding “personal leadership style as well as understanding the responsibilities, roles,
strategies, and aspirations of mid-level managers is key to learning to be a successful leader” (p.
7).
Role theory can provide a foundation for understanding the role of SAAs in HEIs. BeckFrazier (2005) stated that leadership in HE relies on the definition of organizational life and the
roles of the leaders in those institutions. Roles are closely tied to expectations (Biddle, 1986;
Chiaburu & Marinova, 2012; Guthrie & Schuermann, 2010; Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970;
Rosser, 2003; Van Dyne, Kamdar, & Joireman, 2008). Biddle (1986) maintained that
expectations are the major generators of roles and that roles are learned through experience and
attention to the characteristic behaviors of people. Rosser (2003) described a role as a
“constellation of behaviors,” and Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970) elaborated further that roles
are expectations about behavior for a person in a specific position. These roles can be based on
formal or informal expectations about behavior. Formal roles are comprised of duties,
responsibilities, obligations, titles, and expectations associated with behavior and are framed by a
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statute or ordinance (Bolman & Deal, 2013; Guthrie & Schuermann, 2010). For example, the
formal role of the Vice President of Student Affairs includes the responsibility of hiring
department heads within the division. Contrastingly, an informal role is not framed by a statute
or ordinance. Instead, the informal role is entrenched in the larger culture or subculture (Guthrie
& Schuermann, 2010). Without informal roles, employees can feel frustrated and confused
about their duties, responsibilities, obligations, and tasks. A clear understanding of their formal
role and expectations about their work could help employees accomplish tasks and alleviate
dissatisfaction (Bolman & Deal, 2013). Biddle (1986) and Guthrie and Schuermann (2010)
affirmed that expectations construct a role, whether the role is formal or informal.
The perceived role of SAAs can be seen through the lens of role theory. At the core of
this theory is the union of one’s role, position, and expectations (Montez, Wolverton, & Gmelch,
2003). Individuals in an organization must fully understand this three-part relationship; if not,
role ambiguity and role conflict result (Biddle, 1986; Rizzo et al., 1970; Wolverton, Wolverton,
& Gmelch, 1999). Role theory describes how role conflict and role ambiguity may cause
problems in social systems and the way in which roles are perceived (Biddle, 1986; Rizzo et al.,
1970; Schuler, 1975), and which may have negative results for HEIs. The effects of role conflict
and role ambiguity may negatively influence organizational performance and produce
dysfunctional members, job dissatisfaction, and tension among workers (Jackson & Schuler,
1985; Rizzo et al., 1970).
Rizzo et al. (1970) observed that when expectations of administrator’s behavior change,
they may experience role conflict. Role conflict is the result of individuals being confronted
with situations in which they may be required to play a role which conflicts with their values or
to play two or more roles which conflict with each other (Van Sell, Brief, & Schuler, 1981).
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Individuals who experience role conflict may have to perform a task at the expense of another,
causing stress by not being able to meet the expectations of a boss or a peer (Montez, Wolverton,
& Gmelch, 2003). When an individual experiences role conflict, there is a possibility of a
decrease in satisfaction and performance, ultimately resulting in stress. Biddle (1986)
acknowledged that in order for an individual to be content with the organization and for that
organization to prosper, role conflict must be resolved.
Role ambiguity occurs when there is a lack of information sharing (Rizzo et al., 1970)
and agreement between those who establish roles and those who perform those roles (Schuler,
1975). Every position in an organization has a formal definition of the requirements of that role,
such as duties or tasks. Role ambiguity results when employees misunderstand and lack clarity
about their duties, authority, responsibilities, and relationships with others (Rizzo et al., 1970).
Role ambiguity may negatively affect SAAs, resulting in dissatisfaction with the role, ineffective
performance and anxiety (Montez, Wolverton, & Gmelch, 2003). Role theory, with a focus on
role conflict and role ambiguity, helped frame and guide this study.
Student development theory was the third theory used to frame this study. According to
Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, and Renn (2010), student development theory “provides the basis
for the practice of student development” within student affairs (p. 7). This theory helps explain
the essentials of student affairs administration (Creamer et al., 2001) and promotes a partnership
among SAAs and faculty in their efforts to improve student learning (Evans et al., 2010).
According to Love and Estanek (2004), “Student affairs professionals and student affairs
departments help to create and perpetuate the culture on a campus” (p. 57). In addition, Rhatigan
(2009) described the DSA as the brainchild of American HE and a 20th century phenomenon.
The initial emphasis of the profession was on the development of the entire student. Rhatigan
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(2009) later asserted that the purpose of the DSA emphasize the welfare of the whole student,
concern for student discipline, and sincere care for offering students advice and support.
Fourth, behavioral theories also helped frame this study. Behavioral theories focus on
leadership characteristics with the goal of identifying the best ways to lead (Love & Estanek,
2004). Northouse (2013) affirmed that Hersey and Blanchard’s (1974, 1988) theory of
situational leadership is a well-accepted theory that focuses on the actions of the leader and
leadership in situations. A situational leadership methodology requires that a person modify his
or her style to suit a specific situation, context, or employees’ level of maturity. Love and
Estanak (2004) observed that behavioral leadership theories take “into account the situations and
context” (p. 35). Situational leadership must involve two components: the leadership style and
the developmental level of the employees. Northouse (2013) referred to this kind of leadership
as “matching the leader’s style to the competence and commitment of their subordinates” (p. 99).
Different situations can require different leadership, and it is the situation that dictates the
leadership style. This theory emphasizes leadership development and supports the idea that
people can learn to become leaders through teaching and observation.
Situational leadership has two general dimensions. The first is that situational leadership
focuses on leadership style or behavior. Based on employees’ abilities and motivations, “leaders
should change the degree to which they are directive or supportive to meet the changing needs of
subordinates” (Northouse, 2013, p. 99). Hansbury, Sapat, and Washington (2004) observed that
the “situational leadership model advocated that a certain leadership style is more effective in
certain situations” (p. 568).
Situational leadership styles are comprised of the “patterns of behavior of a person who
attempts to influence others” (Northouse, 2013, p. 101). These patterns, which embody both
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directive and supportive behaviors, are categorized into four styles: directing (high directive–low
supportive), coaching (high directive–high supportive), supporting (low directive–high
supportive), and delegating (low directive–low supportive) (Northouse, 2013). Directive
behaviors assist in accomplishing and forming goals by providing directions, using different
methods of evaluation, setting time lines, defining roles, and enforcing the achievement of goals.
Northouse (2013) described these behaviors as a one-way means of communication that
determines “what is to be done, how it is to be done, and who is responsible for doing it” (p. 99).
Conversely, supportive behaviors are a two-way means of communication that helps individuals
feel at ease with themselves, their coworkers, and situations. The directing leadership style
focuses on goal achievement; coaching focuses on communicating and the socioemotional needs
of staff; the supporting style brings out employees’ skills around the task by listening, praising,
asking for input, and giving feedback; and the last, delegating, facilitates employees’ confidence
and motivation.
The second dimension of situational leadership focuses on the developmental levels of
employees, of which there are four. According to Hersey and Blanchard (1988), and as
explained by Northouse (2013), if employees are “interested and confident in their work and how
to do the job,” then they will have a high developmental level (p. 102). Conversely, if employees
can demonstrate “motivation or confidence to get the job done, but have little skill, then their
developmental level is low” (Northouse, 2013, p. 102). Situational leadership theory also
describes four classifications of employee development (Northouse, 2013). Employees at a D1
level have low competence and high commitment to tasks. An example is a situation in which a
staff member has a new assignment and does not possess the knowledge and skills to execute it
but is excited about having the opportunity to complete the assignment. Employees who exhibit
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a D2 level have some competence but exhibit low commitment. For instance, an employee may
not feel competent and experience low motivation when beginning a new job. Employees at the
D3 level have moderate competence and commitment. This situation describes individuals who
have the skills to perform a task but are not sure if they are able to perform the task without the
assistance of others. The last development level is D4. This is a person whose competence and
commitment are high, and who thus has both high skills and motivation needed to accomplish
the task.
Situational leadership theory is a practical approach that uses a clear set of prescriptive
standards for training leaders (Northouse, 2013). However, Northouse (2013) also noted that this
theory lacks a strong body of research and provides no guidelines for how leaders can use the
approach or how commitment changes over time for subordinates. This theory supports my
study in that it focuses on administrator and leadership behavior. Monahan and Shah (2011)
observed that behavior theories, like situational leadership theory, “examined the leaders’
patterns of activity, roles, and categories of behavior” (p. 16). Some leadership theories contend
that the behavior of individuals can significantly influence the behavior of others (Spendlove,
2007). Such influence is important when those leaders are administrators in student affairs
divisions in HEIs.
Bolman and Deal’s (2013) leadership frames likewise provide a useful framework for
understanding the roles of SAAs inform the practice of student affairs (Patton & Harper, 2009).
The framework is defined by four frames: structural, human resource, political, and symbolic.
Bolman and Deal (2013) defined a frame as a mental model. The structural frame is one of the
most common ways of thinking about organizations; it describes the social architecture regarding
levels and job responsibilities. The leadership style and role in this frame focus on analysis,
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process, and design of an organization (Bolman & Deal, 2013). The human resources frame is
concerned with building and nurturing relationships, and it is referred to as the “heart” of the
organization. This frame operates under the assumption that organizations need leaders whose
role includes fostering relationships, creating opportunities for growth, and promoting autonomy
in the organization. The leader who demonstrates the political frame builds coalitions and
recognizes major constituencies in the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2013). This frame explains
how members of a group or organization have differences in their values and beliefs because of
competing interests. Lastly, the symbolic frame focuses on inspiration and organizational vision
(Bolman & Deal, 2013). The principal idea of this frame is not what happens within the
organization but what it means (Bolman & Deal, 2013). According to Bolman and Deal (2013),
using this multiframe perspective could foster an appreciation and understanding of
organizations, including HEIs.
Research Question
This study addresses the following research question: What are the essential tasks
involved with SAA roles (responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at their
university?
Definition of Terms
The following terms and their definitions are germane to this study. These definitions are
supported by the literature and provide a common basis for the language used in this study.
Administrators: “Persons involved in planning, organizing, directing, and controlling
human or material resources to accomplish predetermined goals” (Administrators,
n.d.).
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Administrator Role: “Functions and behaviors expected of or performed by persons in
administrative positions” (Administrator Role, n.d.).
Formal Role: Title and job description (Bolman & Deal, 2013). Formal role is defined
by NASPA (www.naspa.org, formerly the National Association of Student Personnel
Administrators) as facilitating learning, guiding academic and career decisions,
mentoring students, promoting leadership skills, and counseling students through crises
(Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education, naspa.org, 2008-2012). Formal
roles are governed by statutes or ordinances (Guthrie & Schuermann, 2010).
Informal Role: An unofficial role in which the expectations for behaviors of individuals
who occupy the position are not governed by statute or ordinance (Guthrie &
Schuermann, 2010). The informal roles of SAAs are specific to HEIs and include
becoming a part of students’ collegiate experience, fostering a multicultural campus that
aids students, and preparing students for life and work after college (Creamer et al.,
2001).
Leadership: “A process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to
achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2013, p. 5).
NASPA: Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education (www.naspa.org, formerly
the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators) is the voice for student
affairs administration, policy, and practice, and affirms the commitment of the student
affairs profession to educating the whole student and integrating student life and learning
(Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education, n.d.). Evans and Ranero (2009)
stated, “A critical role of student affairs associations is lobbying government officials
regarding issues and legislation important to the profession and its members” (p. 207).
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Perception: A process that involves the recognition and interpretation of stimuli which
register on our senses. It enables people to make sense of their environment (Rookes &
Wilson, 2000).
Role: Behavior by individuals in ways that are different and predictable depending on
their respective social identities and the situation. ”Role” is described as patterned and
characteristic social behaviors, parts or identities that are assumed by social participants,
and scripts or expectations for behavior that are understood by all and adhered to by
performers (Biddle, 1986). A role is also defined as the responsibilities, duties, and
obligations performed by an individual (Biddle, 1986).
Role Ambiguity: The lack of necessary information available to a given organizational
position (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and Rosenthal, as cited in Rizzo et al., 1970). Role
ambiguity results when employees do not understand, or lack clarity about, their duties,
authority, allocation of time, and relationships with others (Rizzo et al., 1970).
Role Conflict: Role conflict is the result of individuals being confronted with situations in
which they may be required to play a role which conflicts with their values or to play two
or more roles which conflict with each other (Van Sell et al., 1981).
Student Affairs Administrators: People who work in student affairs and provide services,
programs, and resources that help students learn and grow outside of the classroom. The
purpose of SAAs is to educate, and the criterion for success is how well students pursue
learning opportunities (formal and informal) available at the institution (Creamer et
al.,2001). Alternate titles include “director, student union; manager, student union;
student-activities adviser; and student-union consultant” (Code 090.167-022) in the
Dictionary of occupational titles-DOT (National Academy of Sciences, Committee on
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Occupational Classification and Analysis, 1971). The DOT further operationalizes the
role as the individual who:
Plans and arranges social, cultural, and recreational activities of various student
groups, according to university policies and regulations; Meets with student and
faculty groups to plan activities. Evaluates programs and suggests modifications.
Schedules events to prevent overlapping and coordinates activities with sports and
other university programs. Contacts caterers, entertainers, decorators, and others
to arrange for scheduled events. Conducts orientation program for new students
with other members of faculty and staff. Advises student groups on financial
status of and methods for improving their organizations. Promotes student
participation in social, cultural, and recreational activities. May coordinate
preparation and publishing of student affairs calendar. May provide individual or
group counseling on selection of social activities and use of leisure time. May be
designated according to activity performed as Fraternity Adviser (education);
Women's-Activities Adviser (education) (National Academy of Sciences,
Committee on Occupational Classification and Analysis, 1971, Code 090.167022).
Significance of the Study
Leadership has been the subject of considerable interest, especially during the 21st
century (Bass & Bass, 2009; Northouse, 2013; Simkins, 2005). Northouse (2007) described
leadership as a “phenomenon that is highly sought after” (p.10). Academic institutions are
concerned with studying and creating leadership programs to develop leaders for those
organizations. This study provides information about the perceived role of SAAs. The study is
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significant because it suggests future opportunities for research about the roles of SAAs. Results
from the study should be relevant to individuals who educate others in the field of student
services, especially SAAs who train and mentor (Lovell & Kosten, 2000). Chiaburu and
Marinova (2012) pointed out that organizations that nurture the concept of role identities may
encourage staff willingness to expand their job responsibilities and duties. Ultimately, this study
could provide helpful information to inform development practices and other empirical studies.
According to Rosser and Javinar (2003), SAAs’ perception of their professional role has had a
substantial impact on how they value their work life, for example, “professional activities and
career development, recognition for competence and expertise, department and external
relationships, perceptions of discrimination, and working conditions” (p. 823). Perceptions of
one’s role can have an impact on that individual’s professional life. Thus, results from the study
could have significant implications for both policy and professional development in the field of
student affairs.
Assumptions
In this study, it is assumed that:
1. There is a need to clarify the role of SAAs.
2. The perceptions of SAAs’ role in public HEIs are valuable because perceptions
influence and shape behavior.
3. HEIs have an educational mandate as well as an obligation to develop employees’
knowledge and skills.
4. Developing leadership capacity and competency are worthwhile endeavors for public
HEIs.
5. The research question is substantive and addresses an important function in HE.
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6. Participants in this study will respond truthfully to the assessment survey instrument and
interview questions.
Delimitations
This study was delimited to SAAs and their perception of their duties, responsibilities,
and obligations associated with their formal role, the organization of the DSA, the perceived
roles of the participants, their years of experience, and their length of time in the profession.
Summary and Organization
The purpose of this study is to explore SAAs’ perceptions of their roles in public HEIs.
Chapter 1 explained the study, the statement of the problem, the statement of purpose, theoretical
framework, research questions, definition of terms, the significance of the study, and
assumptions. Chapter 2 reviews the literature and discusses the conceptual framework that
guided the research. The review of literature includes a brief history of HE, empirical studies of
student affairs personnel, a discussion of the conceptual framework, and a summary. Chapter 3
discusses Q methodology, the participants, development of the concourse, the Q sample, the
concourse questionnaire, data collection, treatment of the data, data analysis, and ethical
considerations. Chapter 4 discusses the findings of the current study. It furnishes an analysis of
the data obtained from the 40 Q sorts completed by participants by discussing the factor
correlation matrix, factor extraction, factor rotation, correlations between factor scores, and
factor characteristics. Chapter 5 reviews the data analysis of four factors that represent unique
viewpoints of SAAs’ roles. The four factors illustrate four distinct themes that characterize
participants’ roles: (1) Connective Leadership, (2) Instructive Leadership, (3) Supportive
Leadership, and (4) Constructive Leadership. The Chapter concludes with a discussion of
implications, recommendations for future research, limitations, and a conclusion of the study.

24

CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The purpose of this study is to explore the perceived roles of administrators in divisions
of student affairs in public HEIs. This section provides a brief overview of the history of student
affairs, SAAs, student development theory, the challenges facing SAAs in HE, and empirical
research on the role of SAAs in HE. This chapter also extend the discussion of the theoretical
framework in Chapter 1 to include student development theory and its relevance and connection
to SAAs’ perception of their role. The chapter ends with a discussion of a conceptual framework
that serves as a bridge between Chapters 2 and 3, and a brief summary of the chapter.
A Framework That Informs the Practice of Student Affairs
Bolman and Deal’s (2013) organizational framework informs the practice of student
affairs (Patton & Harper, 2009) by providing a structure for understanding the roles and
responsibilities of SAAs. Their model consists of four frames associated with leadership (Figure
1.1). Each frame describes a leadership style and the process that reinforces the positive
potential of that style. According to Stringer (2009), Bolman and Deal’s framework can be a
useful way of looking at the core leadership styles of HE administrators. Monahan and Shah
(2011) and Peterson (1974) pointed out that this framework has been used in many studies.
Beck-Frazier, White, and McFadden (2007) suggested that this framework implies that the
meaning of leadership could be interpreted in different ways, and Tull and Freeman (2011)
believed that the framework could be used to analyze the strengths and weaknesses of an
organization’s culture and behavior. The following discussion addresses in turn the structural,
human resource, political, and symbolic frames by describing the leader and the process by
which the leader reinforces individuals using each frame within Bolman and Deal’s framework.
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According to Bolman and Deal (2013), a structural leader’s leadership style focuses on
the analysis, process, and design of an organization. Important features of the structural frame
are the internal environment and the implementation of systems or structures in the organization.
This frame assumes that organizations function optimally when they are guided by clear goals,
roles, and responsibilities” (Stringer, 2009). In the view of Bolman and Deal (2013), this frame
describes how organizations and their leaders can increase efficiency and enhance performance
through appropriate division of labor. If the structural frame is ignored, an organization could
misdirect energy and resources, wasting valuable time and money (Bolman & Deal, 2013).
Human resource leaders believe that relationships and human resources are at the center
of an organization. Stringer (2009) emphasized that these leaders stress the fit between
themselves and their organization to fulfill their own personal needs as well as the mission of the
organization. Many researchers found that professionals in the field of student affairs
demonstrate a leadership style based on the human resources frame (Kane, 2001; Sypawka et al.,
2010).
A leader who is guided by a political frame builds coalitions and recognizes major
constituencies in the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2013). The dominant concerns of this frame
are power and conflict. The political frame operates under the assumption that organizations are
coalitions of assorted individuals and interest groups (Bolman & Deal, 2013). These coalitions
compete with each other by bargaining and negotiating for power (Stringer, 2009). This frame is
based on the expectation that members of a group or organization differ in their values and
beliefs. Power can have many sources. Winston and Hirt (2003) noted that organizations that
maintain clear divisions of labor and are hierarchical contain different forms of power. In
Studies of Social Power, French and Raven (1959) described types of power that are still
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pertinent today: legitimate, coercive, reward, expert, and referent (French and Raven, as cited in
Winston & Hirt, 2003); all can be used by SAAs.
The leadership style of a symbolic leader is concentrated on inspiration, organizational
vision (Bolman & Deal, 2013), and the value of understanding organizational culture (Stringer,
2009). This leader uses symbols to capture the attention of others and views the organization as
a stage. The symbolic frame operates on the theory that culture is the glue that bonds the
organization, units, and people together to achieve a desired outcome (Bolman & Deal, 2013).
The philosophy of the symbolic frame is that what is important is not what happens but rather
what it means (Bolman & Deal, 2013). The meaning of an event is subject to multiple
interpretations and perceptions as everyone experiences life in an organization differently. The
symbolic frame posits that symbols can be used to resolve confusion, find direction, and anchor
hope and faith in an organization. Five types of organizational symbols can reinforce the
potential of this frame: myths, vision, and values; heroes and heroines; fairy tales and stories;
rituals and ceremonies; and metaphor, humor, and play (Bolman & Deal, 2013).
Figure 1.1 Conceptual Framework of Bolman and Deal’s Leadership Frames

27

Adapted with permission from Bolman & Deal, 2013
History of Student Affairs
In order to understand student affairs as practiced today, it is essential to understand its
history. The beginnings of student affairs can be traced to the founding of colonial colleges in
the United States from 1636 to 1850 (Morison, 1936; Nuss, 2003; Schuh & Gansemer-Topf,
2010). These founding entities were religiously centered residential institutions. According to
Thelin and Gasman (2010), the objectives of these establishments included the acquisition of
training and knowledge and the development of the ability to govern. The environment of these
colleges was very paternalistic, with discipline, guidance, and supervision as primary foci. In the
middle of the 19th century, this strict philosophy began to shift. The colonial colleges became
more relaxed and began incorporating extracurricular activities, which were described as any
activity outside of the classroom setting, such as clubs, athletics, and Greek organizations (Nuss,
2003).
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Diversification in the field of student affairs began between 1850 and 1900. In the 1860s
German immigrants brought to the United States their concept of the gym and the gymnasium,
hence health services and physical activity were added to student life within the division of
student affairs in public HEIs. The Morrill Act of 1862, which created the land grant colleges,
was a watershed in the student affairs profession. The student affairs field began with three
clearly identified groups of individuals—deans of men, deans of women, and personnel workers
(staff)—who addressed issues relevant to the lives of college students in public HEIs (Rhatigan,
2009). These individuals created and shaped the major perspectives of modern student affairs
practice.
Nuss (2003) declared that the 20th century began what is referred to as the modern student
personnel movement. This era fostered concepts of student government, honor systems, distinct
student personnel functions, and preparation programs in student affairs (Nuss, 2003). With the
passage of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, known as the GI Bill (Rhatigan, 2009),
and the end of World War II, the number of students attending college increased (Smith &
Hughey, 2006). The type of student attending college was different from pre-WWII students.
The addition of ex-servicemen to the college population increased the number and diversity of
students and generated greater complexity in student services (Ambler, 1993; Love & Estanek,
2004; Rhatigan, 2009). This change in enrollment was the catalyst for more HEIs in the U.S.
and for growth in the field of student affairs, and, according to Ambler (1993), student affairs
became a “highly organized unit in American higher education” (p. 108). Rhatigan (2009)
asserted that this evolution of traditional enrollment lead the profession to create the position of
dean of students. The dean of students’ position was a way to better reflect the student body
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currently attending higher education institutions, for example those individuals were both male
and females from varying backgrounds.
As the field of student affairs evolved, there was an increased need to develop and
educate individuals of differing backgrounds who had not previously worked in HEIs. During
this time (1919) that the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA;
now known as Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education) was created (Nuss, 2003).
NASPA’s mission included leadership, scholarship, professional development, and advocacy for
student affairs (Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education, naspa.org, 2008-2012).
This professional organization has long served as a resource for administrators and provided
many opportunities for professional development in the field (Evans & Ranero, 2009).
During the 1960s and 1970s, college students were very engaged in political activities related to
the Vietnam War and the Civil Rights Movement. Student affairs offices were responsible for
the elimination of special rules and regulations for female students, the development of coed
student housing, and the changing relationship between the student and the institution (Nuss,
2003). Students of the 1960s and 1970s benefited from the Civil Rights Act and the Higher
Education Act of 1965, which led to financial support (Pell grants, Stafford loans and other
financial assistance opportunities) to attend college. Significantly increased enrollment of adult
and part-time students in night and weekend programs (Nuss, 2003) represented a shift in student
population from the more traditional demographic. The 1980s and 1990s saw the creation of
new departments and organizations in student affairs that addressed additional needs of students.
These included “students with physical disabilities, minority students, first-generation students,
students with differing sexual orientation, students with mental issues, and students with a need
to express faith” (Rhatigan, 2009, p. 14). The expansion of students’ needs impacted the
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profession, and so the number of specialized SAAs increased. During this time, “student affairs
was called upon to provide admissions, financial aid, registration and records, housing and food
services, student activities, personal and academic counseling, orientation, and special student
support services” (Garland & Grace, 1993, p. 5). Rhatigan (2009) acknowledged that the
practice of student affairs saw much progress during the 1960s and 1970s, especially with the
elevation of the position of chief student affairs officer from dean of students to vice president
for student affairs. Other changes in the field regarding professional names and titles was
“student personnel” which was changed to “student affairs” or “student development” (Nuss,
2003). During the last quarter of the 20th century, enrollment in staff professional organizations
increased, and more minorities and women undertook leadership roles. The senior
administration in student affairs assumed more responsibility for daily operations on campuses,
including oversight of intercollegiate athletic programs, campus human relations programs,
public relations, cooperative education efforts, and fund raising programs (Rhatigan, 2009).
Understanding the history of student affairs administration provides clarity as well as a baseline
for understanding how universities’ DSAs were created and are currently organized.
Student Affairs Administrators
Creamer, Winston, and Miller (2001) defined professional SAAs as “persons who are
employed to attend effectively to both the educational mission of the institution and the
organization’s maintenance requirements in ways that are consistent with the historical values
and technical principles of the field” (p. 5). Roberts (2005) further classified SAAs into three
ranks: new professionals, mid-managers, and senior student affairs officers (SSAOs), SSAOs are
also known as chief student affairs officers (CSAOs); for simplicity, they will henceforth be
referred to in this study as SSAOs.
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SSAOs generally have both the necessary experience and appropriate education to
warrant a study of their perception of their roles. SSAOs represent those individuals with more
than 10 years of experience (Roberts, 2005). Roberts (2005) believed that as professionals
advance through their professions, “they have more opportunities to apply theory and
knowledge, continue learning skills, and take responsibility for educating and developing others”
(p.175). The positions of SSAOs are important because of their formal roles as leaders. These
individuals focus on divisional and institutional priorities that constitute the daily tasks of an
office; simultaneously, they supervise mid-level staff (Mills, 2009). Trustees (Peterson, 1974),
presidents (Crist, 1999; Monahan & Shah 2011; Webb, 2003), and upper level academic
administrators, including deans and vice presidents (Beck-Frazier, 2005) have been objects of a
reasonable amount of research. The implication is that the dearth of research on the perceived
role of SSAOs is a gap that needs to be filled, in my opinion. Macfarlane (2011) agreed that the
literature on leadership in HE is mainly concerned with the role of senior academic managers
such as heads of department and deans of faculty.
The perceptions of middle managers in student affairs can also provide insight into how
SAAs perceive their roles. Middle managers have titles such as director and associate director
(Mills, 2009). Clayborne and Hamrick (2007) noted that “studies focusing on mid-level
administrators are important because these individuals’ leadership capabilities have been initially
recognized and because senior leaders are often selected from within these ranks” (p. 126).
Middle managers also play a vital role in student affairs functions. Mills (2009) observed that
roles played by middle managers “provide insight into the issues of all levels of management in
student affairs” (p. 355). Middle managers serve as the bridge between new professionals and
the SSAO, and “effective middle managers will make new skills a priority” (Mills, 2009, p. 367).
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The leadership of mid-level student affairs staff forms the foundation of student affairs programs,
and these individuals have the ability to influence their staff, who form the next generation of
leaders. Mid-level staff members often work more with other staff members than they do with
students. This working relationship creates opportunities for positive leadership interactions and
engagement between SSAOs and new professionals.
New professionals are at the opposite end of the professional spectrum from SSAOs and
have worked in the profession of student affairs up to five years (Scott, 2000). These individuals
may lack the experience and education relevant to this study, however, they have a vital role in
the division and are included in this study. Daniel (2011) pointed this out:
Entry-level employees are commonly assigned to the more mundane duties that help
make the organization function and may be less likely to have the professional
responsibility for providing the kind of visionary leadership for departments that is
expected of mid- or senior-level leaders. (p. 101)
It is also less likely that new professionals in the field have had opportunities to engage in
leader or leadership development. Jackson, Moneta, and Nelson (2009) observed that new
employees are not often asked to review with their supervisor “how they work, organize their
time, set priorities, use data to help them make decisions, and how to make informed decisions”
(p. 343); they have a more subordinate role in the organization. According to Mills (2009), new
professionals will potentially have the most dealings with students and have less experience with
leadership, as affirmed in a study by Burkard, Cole, Ott, and Stoflet (2005) that demonstrated a
need for leader and leadership development for new professionals in student affairs.
The administrative levels of SAAs can be difficult to define using parameters such as
length of service, practitioner preparedness, and educational level (Roberts, 2005). Regardless of
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the professional level of SAAs, leadership can and should be demonstrated by all individuals in a
university setting (Love & Estanek, 2004). Clayborne and Hamrick (2007) further advocated
that the voices and experiences of all individuals in the learning organization should be actively
engaged in leadership because they can provide valuable insights about leadership. This study
will help to expand recognition of leadership opportunities for student affairs professionals at all
levels.
Student Development Theory
The use of theoretical frameworks in student affairs can help to explain the behavior of
students and develop organizational efficiency (Patton & Harper, 2009). Theoretical frameworks
are important because they provide solutions and recommendations to problems within a certain
context, and they are generally supported by a large body of knowledge and research. Patton and
Harper (2009) encouraged an “intentional and reflective integration of theory into student affairs
administrative practice” (p. 158), which they affirmed could improve the capability of
administrators to handle the challenges of student affairs work. Furthermore, Evans et al. (2010)
stated that student development theory can improve student affairs professionalism in relation to
how these individuals see their role within HEIs.
According to Nuss (2003), one of the founding principles of student affairs was a
“commitment to the development of the whole person” (p. 23), a philosophy that has influenced
the practice of student affairs. This concept, referred to as student development theory, has
received widespread support as the basis for the student affairs profession (Garland & Grace,
1993). This perspective views the student as a customer whose personal development should be
the goal and direct product of the student affairs professional's efforts. Bloland, Stamatakos, and
Rogers (1994) described student development theory as the theory that attempts to explain the
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process of human development as it applies to the growth and development of college students,
regardless of age. Student development theory is a mixture of multiple perspectives (Bloland,
Stamatakos, & Rogers, 1994), which include psychological theory (Evans et al., 2010; Garland
& Grace, 1993), theories of human development (Patton & Harper, 2009), and cognitive
development theory (Ender, Newton, & Caple, 1996; Evans et al., 2010). The goal of student
development theory is to stimulate and support students’ psychological, intellectual, career,
social, ethical, and cultural growth (Garland & Grace, 1993). The theory of student development
describes the developmental phases students experience as they go through college and
articulates the philosophical standards for decision-making concerning student affairs
programming on college campuses (Ender et al., 1996).
Some scholars in the field of student affairs contest several of the ideas of student
development theory and its application to student affairs. They argue that students in the early
years of student affairs were motivated by different factors and had different demographics
compared to students attending HEIs today. Some contend that much of our understanding of
students from student development theory may no longer adequately represent the student body
on today’s campuses (Bloland et al., 1994; Garland & Grace, 1993). Bloland et al. (1994)
further argued the theoretical viewpoints of student development theory arose without any
serious examination of the concepts being used for college students toward the later part of the
19th century.
The Challenges Facing SAAs
The challenges facing SAAs today include fiscal policies, economic constraints, and
social conditions (Magolda & Magolda, 2012; Schuh, 2009). These challenges directly impact
the programs, services, learning opportunities, and activities offered and developed by the DSA.
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SAAs face issues related to demographics, social conditions, dysfunctional family units, poverty,
and school enrollment. According to Schuh (2009), the number of single parent (mother in most
cases) households has increased from 1990 to 2005 and since the 1960’s it has tripled. The
United States ranks very high, roughly 40-50 percent in divorce rates compared to other
countries. Thirty four percent of children are living with a single parent, and these single parents
are often at a disadvantage financially when trying to pay for HE for their children. Another
impact on the single parent household is the lack of services that could help students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds. Those services may include support groups and individual
counseling that could help mitigate changes in the family structure (Schuh, 2009). Having
programs and services in place that can address students’ needs could reduce demands placed on
SAAs. Additionally, students from lower socioeconomic groups need substantial financial aid to
help pay college expenses (Blimling, 2013; Magolda & Magolda, 2012; Schuh, 2009; Winston,
Creamer, & Miller, 2013).
The demographic profile of students in colleges is also changing. An increased number
of students come from minority backgrounds and from homes where English is not the primary
language (Magolda & Magolda, 2012; Schuh, 2009). The number of LGBT students is
increasing, as is the number of students with disabilities (Blimling, 2013; Magolda & Magolda,
2012). These factors create additional challenges for public HEI administrators who may need to
create and offer programs to address the challenges faced by each student group, specifically
with respect to access, regulations, and finances. Access in this context refers to students with
disabilities who need additional resources and attention to navigate the HE environment. This is
a “particular area of growth and expense” for DSAs (Magolda & Magolda, 2012; Schuh, 2009, p.
85). When the number of students with disabilities increases, it creates a need for modifications
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of or increases in buildings, such as residence halls and student unions, expenses which increase
fiscal pressures. Other areas for consideration when dealing with individuals with disabilities
include programmatic functions, materials, and aids to assist students with disabilities in the
university setting. All of these areas can have a financial impact on the DSA.
Regulatory burdens also create pressure on SAAs. The Handbook of Student Affairs
Administration indicates, for example, that “the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act have
been changed nine times” (as cited in Schuh, 2009, p. 86). Regulatory changes in public HEIs
require changes in practices and procedures in order to comply with regulations, and meeting
such obligations can be a costly endeavor. Schuh (2009) pointed out that there is typically no
additional funding provided to institutions to maintain the necessary compliance with changes in
existing regulations or implementations of new regulations. An example is the “Jeanne Clery
Act”, which is codified in 20 USC 1092 (f) as a part of the Higher Education Act of 1965, and
requires HEIs to provide the university community with information on campus safety and
criminal activities that occur on college campuses (Schuh, 2009). If institutions do not comply
with the requirements of this act, financial penalties may follow. For example, publishing crime
reports to students who live on campus may not create much financial strain; however, the staff
and time needed to collect and compile the data in the required format could represent a strain,
which may result in fiscal pressures on HEIs’ budgets.
Another challenge public HEIs face is competition for state support from entities like K12 education, prisons, healthcare, and housing. “Many public institutions of higher education
will not be able to turn to their legislatures for substantial increases in funding” (Schuh, 2009, p.
88) because of limited state resources (Altundemir, 2012). This lack of state support in turn
creates challenges within student affairs to maintain sufficient funding in the future (Altundemir,
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2012; Schuh, 2009; Zumeta, 2012), a budget cut in one year can be difficult to recoup in
subsequent years. Fiscal challenges confronting administrators in student affairs continually
impact programs, services, learning opportunities, and activities offered and developed by the
DSA.
Empirical Research on Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity of SAAs
The study of role conflict and role ambiguity for administrators in HEIs is not new.
Blackhurst, Brandt, and Kalinowski (1998) stated that both of these attributes have received
attention in both HE and employment literature. Ward (1995) affirmed that role conflict and
ambiguity are well researched in the area of sociology. According to King and King (1990),
constructs of role conflict and ambiguity have assumed a prominent position in empirical work.
They further acknowledged that the work of Kahn et al. (1964) provided a theoretical base for
studying role conflict and ambiguity within organizations. Several studies have concluded that
role conflict and role ambiguity are significant contributors to job dissatisfaction (Blackhurst et
al., 1998; Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Mech, 1997), job commitment (Wolverton et al., 1999), and
the propensity to leave the profession (Ward, 1995). Anderson, Guido-DiBrito, and Morrell’s
(2000) study found “that there has been very little research focused exclusively on student affairs
administrators” (p. 99). They added that there is insufficient research on the stress and inter-role
conflict levels of these professionals. There have been, however, role-related studies that
focused on HEIs. Braxton’s (2010) study, for example, examined the role performance of
academic deans and how it affected “the institution, the college, and faculty as clients” (p. 245).
He found that the concepts of role ambiguity and role conflict can be useful to SAAs because
they can assist in explaining individual behavior in an organization.
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Research with female SAAs by Blackhurst et al. (1998) suggested that levels of role
ambiguity correlated with their commitment and satisfaction. For example, administrators who
had high levels of role ambiguity in their jobs seemed to be considerably less committed to their
organizations. The study also found that high levels of role conflict in the profession may
contribute to lower levels of commitment to the organization. Administrators whose identities
were tied to their professional roles and who identified strongly with coworkers expressed
significantly higher levels of organizational commitment (Blackhurst et al., 1998). Blackhurst et
al. (1998) concluded that there is a correlation between role ambiguity and organizational
commitment of female SAAs, which suggests that women who feel unclear about expectations
for their performance are less committed to their colleges or universities. In order to address this
issue, Blackhurst (2000) suggested that having a mentor within the profession would decrease
role conflict and ambiguity for these professionals, and ultimately increase commitment to the
organization.
Jackson and Schuler’s (1985) primary meta-analytic study, one of the most
comprehensive according to Tubre and Collins (2000), suggested that role conflict and role
ambiguity tend to increase tension and negatively impact job performance. The study found that
role ambiguity was studied more frequently than role conflict.
Tubre and Collins’ (2000) study extended the foundational research conducted by
Jackson and Schuler (1985) by using a more comprehensive database. Ultimately, they
concluded that role ambiguity had a negative correlation with job performance and suggested
that strategies to decrease role ambiguity might improve an individual’s self-perception of
his/her own performance (Tubre & Collins, 2000). Tubre and Collins also concluded that role
conflict did not seem to be explicitly related to job performance.
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A study by Wolverton, Wolverton, and Gmelch (1999) found that role conflict and role
ambiguity were relevant to job satisfaction and organizational commitment among college
academic deans. They explained that as role conflict and role ambiguity decreased, satisfaction
in the job increased. Role conflict and role ambiguity also accounted for high stress levels
experienced by the deans. A dean’s self-perception of his/her own effectiveness was also
affected by role ambiguity. Deans with less role ambiguity perceived themselves as more
effective. The researchers demonstrated that decreased role conflict and role ambiguity result in
a greater commitment to the organization.
Ward’s (1995) study explained that “role stress has been a common and valuable
explanation for many phenomena that take place in the organization and in the work place” (p.
36). He suggested that those studying student affairs have yet to scientifically address how role
stress affects satisfaction, career development, or organizational behaviors of administrators.
From new professionals to executive level staff, SAAs need to be conscious of role stress, its
source, and its impact on individuals and, more importantly, the organization. Strategies that
decrease role ambiguity and role conflict include communication with employees about their
roles, clarification about expectations, reduction in the number of direct reports for individuals,
increased participation in decision making, and more intra-organizational communication.
To conclude, understanding role ambiguity and role conflict is important because it
influences turnover and burnout, both of which result in low productivity (Wolverton et al.,
1999). The health of student affairs organizations and the health of those who work in them are
affected by these organizational inefficiencies. The strength of HEIs lies with the faculty, staff,
and administrators. According to Anderson et al. (2000), decreased job-life satisfaction at all
levels of a profession and increased role conflict and stress can result in health problems for
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administrators and can be costly to HEIs. Schonwetter, Bond, and Perry’s (1993) paper, for
example, reported that HEI female faculty and administrators with Ph.D.s exhibited high
satisfaction with their role and occupation. They demonstrated that increase in education and
experience may produce more job satisfaction among administrators. Encouragement and offers
of support for SAA staff who are interested in furthering their education may be ways to promote
greater satisfaction among employees.
Empirical Research on the Role of SAAs
Education prepares students for their role in society by matching their skills and needs to
those of society (Ludeman, 2002). For the purpose of this study, I will explore how SAAs,
within three differing levels of the profession perceive their role in public HEIs. How do these
professionals see their duties, responsibilities, and obligations regarding student activities outside
the classroom? In this context, roles are defined as expected behaviors associated with formal
and informal duties and responsibilities.
Research has shown that the traditional roles of SAAs have been changing over the last
60 years (Kroll, 1991; Schuh & Gansemer-Topf, 2010). Kroll (1991) observed that traditionally,
SAAs performed the roles of custodian, disciplinarian, and educator. These roles transitioned to
focus on emotional and moral development and ultimately resulted in interpreting and
identifying students’ needs and providing programs and support services to meet those needs
(Kroll, 1991). Schuh and Gansemer-Topf (2010) pointed out that an important responsibility of
SAAs is to determine the effectiveness of their offerings and what students learn from programs
and activities offered by student affairs professionals. Thus another key role of SAAs is
assessment.
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Some researchers detailed specific responsibilities of SAAs. Ludeman (2002), for
example, asserted that the important responsibility of a student affairs manager is to develop
functions and activities that enhance student learning and success within the context of a student
affairs/services vision, which consists of:
(a) mission and policy; (b) appropriate resources and budget; (c) regular assessment,
evaluation and strategic planning; (d) human resources, including professional
development opportunities for staff, and recruitment/retention of staff representative of
the institution’s goals for diversity and equity; (e) partnerships with other areas of the
institution; (f) technology infrastructure and training; and (g) information management
and marketing of services/programmes. (p. 4)
Abbas, Fiaz, Fareed, and Adeel (2011), Nuss (2003), and Sandeen (1985) described how
originally The Student Personnel Point of View, 1937 (National Association of Student Personnel
Administrators) and The Handbook of Student Affairs Administration (1993) defined and
outlined the roles and functions of student affairs in HEI, which was to assist “students in their
personal adjustment to the campus environment and to promote the awareness and development
necessary to prepare students for the world of work” (Sandeen, 1985, p. 7). Schuh and
Gansemer-Topf (2010) further elaborated that the Handbook described the roles and contribution
of the student affairs practitioners regarding the services, programs, and experiences that were at
the center of students’ learning in HEI.
Abbas et al. (2011), Ender et al. (1996), and Kroll (1991) explained that the changing
needs of the institution can result in the evolution or redefinition of the roles of SAAs. This
study examines SAAs’ perceptions about how their roles have changed in the DSA and how
these individuals have become more involved with a variety of activities that fall outside of their
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traditional duties and responsibilities. Such additional activities include student development,
fundraising, improving retention, alumni relations, and acquiring resources needed to fund
student affairs programs.
Research has influenced the evolution of SAAs’ roles. Schuh and Gansemer-Topf’s
(2010) research affirmed that “student affairs practice in assessing and evaluating student
experiences, at least conceptually, has moved from evaluating students’ use of and participation
in services and programs to measuring how programs and experiences contribute to students’
learning” (p. 6).
A study conducted by Abbas et al. (2011) likewise discussed the responsibilities of and
evolving roles in student affairs. They acknowledged that the appropriate role of SAAs should
always be “student-centered” (p. 446) and should value the “whole self while managing such
activities that inculcate awareness, vision, self-expression, creativity, positive attitude towards
each other, inter- and intra-personal skills, communication, team management and leadership
traits” (p. 449). These researchers proposed a “new landscape in the new millennium” (p. 446),
an A to Z list of roles of SAAs, as follows:
1. Researcher
2. Event Manager
3. Project Manager
4. Public Relations Officer
5. Media Coordinator
6. Academic Counselor and Advisor
7. Graphic Designer
8. Publications
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9. Publicity and Marketing
10. Protocol Officer
11. Emotional Counselor
12. Industry-Academia Liaison officer
13. Sports and Leisure
14. Workshop and Conference Facilitator
15. Alumni Coordinator
16. Internships and Job Hunt
17. Career Guidance
18. Discipline Maintenance
19. Student Organizations and Societies
20. Inter-Academia Collaborations
21. Problem Solver
22. Intra-University Assistance
23. Student-Faculty Bridge
24. Research Support
25. International Community and Culture
26. Scholarships and Trainings
In summary, from the point of view of organizational behavior, this study investigates the
roles that SAAs play in HEIs because experiences and perceptions of student affairs
professionals are often misunderstood and ignored (Schuh & Gansemer-Tofp, 2010). This study
gives voice to those individuals in the profession.
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Conceptual Framework
Figure 1.2 illustrates the conceptual framework that frames this study and bridges
Chapters 2 and 3. It shows the major theories and concepts that help SAAs clarify and
understand their duties and responsibilities. Specifically, self-perception theory, student
development theory, and role theory help clarify SAAs’ perception of their role. Role
clarification facilitates SAAs’ understanding of their duties, responsibilities, and obligations.
When SAAs understand their role that understanding results in the ability to take on new
challenges and a consequent need for more advanced professional development and support.

Figure 1.2. Conceptual Framework
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Summary
As HEIs experience pressures of economic instabilities, SAAs experience a redefinition
of and increases in their duties and responsibilities. The reality is that “roles are always in the
making” (Montez et al., 2003). The review of literature in this chapter addressed the importance
of understanding student affairs, its administrators, the challenges they face, and empirical
research that explains SAAs’ role in HEIs. It also addressed the theoretical and conceptual
framework that will frame and guide the study. The relevant theories include self-perception
theory, student development theory, and role theory, all of which could help SAAs clarify and
explain their role in public HEIs.
Chapter 2 introduced the SAAs as valuable HE professionals who have a very distinct
relationship with their institution. Furthermore, a contextual argument was put forth regarding
why a study of the perceptions of student affairs professionals in the HE environment is
warranted. Chapter 3 discusses Q methodology, participants, concourse development, the Q
sample, the Q questionnaire, data collection, treatment of the data, data analysis, and ethical
considerations.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
As described in Chapter 1, the purpose of this study is to explore how administrators in
student affairs perceive their role in public HEIs. This study was designed to focus on the
following research question: What are the essential tasks involved with SAA roles
(responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at their university? After reviewing
the literature, I found only a few studies on how SAAs perceive their roles. A study by
Katherine (2011) examined the perceptions of SAAs at a public HEI and how they define their
roles; the study affirmed that there is a shortage of empirical studies on student affairs in HE.
This study is an examination of the perception of SAAs. Q methodology has many key
advantages for researchers seeking to explore perceptions and attitudes (Karim, 2001), and it was
the most appropriate research design for this study because it explores participants’ subjectivity
about their duties and responsibilities as SAAs. In a Q study, participants determine what is
meaningful, valuable, and significant from their perspectives (Ward, 2009). According to Cross
(2005), a Q study is more robust than other research designs when measuring individuals’
opinions and attitudes. This is important because the goal of Q methodology is to capture the
perspectives of the participants being studied. Q sampling purposefully selects individuals to
make sure that certain viewpoints are included based upon the research question (Brown and
Ungs, 1970). The design ensures the integrity of the participant and anonymous results, and the
research methodology takes the strengths of both a quantitative and qualitative design (Cross,
2005). Furthermore, a Q study was warranted by to the nature of the study’s research question
and its novelty suggests that it can unearth previously unheard points of view in student affairs
research in HE.
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This chapter discusses the design of the study relative to Q methodology and its
associated elements such as the P Set, the development of the concourse based on a review of the
literature and SAA questionnaire, the Q sample, Q sort, data collection, data analysis, and ethical
considerations. A summary will end the chapter.
Research Design
A research design is “the outline, the scheme, the paradigm of the operation of variables”
(Kerlinger, 1973, p. 300). It suggests the structure and direction of the study. The structure and
direction of this study was dictated by my choice of Q methodology, which “is a general name
used to characterize a set of philosophical, psychological, and social and psycho-metric ideas
oriented to research on the individual” (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 582). The focus of Q methodology is
on eliciting and capturing the subjective viewpoints of individuals (Coogan & Herrington, 2011;
McKeown & Thomas, 2013).
Q Methodology
Q methodology is an appropriate procedure for collecting and analyzing data on SAAs’
views and for defining and clarifying their role in relation to their own experiences. According
to Watts and Stenner (2012) and McKeown and Thomas (2013), it is an effective method for
studying human behavior. Watts and Stenner (2012) also affirmed that Q methodology
facilitates understanding and expression of individuals’ viewpoints on a topic.
William Stephenson first developed Q methodology in 1935 “via a simple adaptation of
the quantitative technique known as factor analysis” (Watts & Stenner, 2005, p.71). Watts and
Stenner (2005) stated that Stephenson’s principal research focus was subjectivity, and for a Q
design, the variables were individuals who participated in the study, rather than tests or
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hypothesized traits. This method used a by-person factor analysis with the goal of classifying
“groups of participants who make sense of (and who hence Q ‘sort’) a pool of items in
comparable ways” using online software (Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 68). According to Creswell
(2002), online questionnaires, like in this study “are most suitable to assess trends or
characteristics of a population and to learn about individual attitudes, opinions, beliefs, and
practices” (p. 421). Watts and Stenner (2003) explained that a Q study is frequently used to
“explore and make sense of” complex and socially disputed ideas and subject matters from the
perspective of a group of individuals (as cited in Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 70). A Q study can
identify amalgamations or connections of themes shared by a group or by participants regarding
a specific topic or idea, based on the group’s or participants’ range of viewpoints. Brown (2004)
acknowledged that an advantage of this approach is that it favors the point of view of participants
and is equipped to expose perceptions within a specific context.
Q methodology has increased in popularity in educational research because of its ability
to combine elements of quantitative and qualitative research (Clifford, 2009). Clifford (2009)
stated that a Q study is a respected method for studying qualitative information through a
conventional quantitative lens. Q methodology distinguishes itself from both purely quantitative
and purely qualitative research by using an exploratory approach that employs a set of statistical
techniques. The current study used Q methodology to explore common experiences of SAAs
regarding their perceived role in student affairs.
Because this study is partly guided by principles of both R and Q techniques, an
explanation of the differences is warranted. Ramlo (2005) observed that, “Q methodology is not
R factor analysis” (p. 56). Stephenson explained the difference this way: “In R, individual
differences, with all their assumptions, warranted or not, are basic to all else. In Q, intra-
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individual significances alone are postulatory, replacing the role of individual differences
completely” (Stephenson, 1953, p. 51). To explain the difference another way, R methodology is
primarily concerned with correlation between tests, and Q methodology is primarily concerned
with correlation between persons. Whereas R focuses on the differences between individuals, Q
focuses on intra-individual “significance.” In both techniques, however, factor analysis based on
a correlation matrix is necessary for data analysis and interpretation.
Q methodology is different from R methodology in regards to measurements of attitudes,
beliefs, and values. For the purposes of this study, R methodology is used to describe studies
concerned with understanding people and the correlation of variables. In contrast, Q
methodology is concerned with describing a population of viewpoints and is an “inversion” of
conventional factor analysis. R methodology permits the researcher to group individuals who
have similar perspectives on a concept. Conversely, McKeown and Thomas (2013) explained
that Q methodology is more distinctive in its approach to the research question. Q methodology
does not use a hypothetical-deductive reasoning method as do other designs. Therefore, a benefit
of Q methodology is its ability to explore rather than to prove (Watts & Stenner, 2005). The Q
method is well-suited for this study because, as Brown (2004) indicated, it can reveal
individuals’ perceptions in a specific context.
Concourse Development: From a Review of the Literature on the Role of SAAs
“The starting point for Q is the development of a concourse of items” (Ramlo, 2005, p.
56). This hybrid Q study used two techniques to create the concourse. The first technique was
to collect “ready made statements” statements. According to McKeown and Thomas (1988),
ready made statements are drawn from sources other than participants’ communication or
interviews (p. 26). Concourse statements for this study were drawn from Abbas, Fiaz, Fareed,
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and Adeel (2011); Kroll (1991); Ludeman (2002); Nuss (2003); Sandeen (1985); and Schuh and
Gansemer-Topf (2010).
Concourse Development: From SAA Concourse Questionnaire
The second technique for developing a concourse was the use of “naturalistic
statements”. According to McKeown and Thomas (1988), naturalistic statements are generated
from the participants orally or by written communication (p. 25). The use of both ready-made
and naturalistic statements to build the concourse is a hybrid which contributes to the robustness
of the study.
Concourse building is one of the steps in collecting “relevant ideas, beliefs, attitudes and
opinions on a topic” (Owusu-Bempah, 2014, p. 51). Coogan and Herrington (2011) call this step
the “essence of the subjectivity that will later emerge from the sorting of statements by the
participants” (p. 24). In order to gather participants’ perspectives, I contacted 25 SAAs
employed at UNF (a public HEI with a total student population 16,500) who work in the division
of student affairs. The 25 individuals were selected based on their positions in the division of
student affairs and their HE backgrounds. Positions included titles such as Office Manager,
Coordinator, Assistant & Associate Director, and a Dean of Students. Information regarding
educational backgrounds and positions were obtained during a meeting with UNF’s associate
vice president of student affairs, who was also a member of the dissertation committee. The 25
participants’ emails were entered into Qualtrics research suite software. The software generated
an email to participants that contained a link to the questionnaire.
The first part of the questionnaire consisted of an informed consent document that
participants had to read and acknowledge before they could begin the survey. It informed them
that the study was part of a doctoral dissertation approved by the UNF Institutional Review
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Board (IRB) (Appendix A). They were informed that the estimated time needed to respond to
the online questionnaire was 30 minutes.
The survey then asked fundamental information such as the participant’s title in their
current position, years in that position, years in the field of student affairs, years worked in HE,
highest education degree obtained, field of study for the highest degree obtained, type of
institution they work for, and the size of that institution. Demographic information was
important in this Q study because it can help generalize related concepts, theoretical
propositions, and models of practice (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The American Psychological
Association (2010) further affirmed that demographic “characteristics may also have a bearing
on the interpretation of the results, which can be critical to the science and practice of
psychology” (p. 29). The next part of the questionnaire consisted of three demographic
questions, which inquired about gender, age, and race/ethnicity. Ultimately, 10 individuals
participated and their information was used to develop the concourse. The demographics of the
10 SAAs were as follows: 60% of the participants had one to five years of experience in their
current position, 50% had worked in the field of student affairs for six to ten years, and 60% had
worked in HE for six to ten years. The 10 participants were 80% female, 70% 26-36 years of
age, and 50% White/Caucasian.
The last portion of the survey was the prompt for the study, which was “What are the
essential tasks or practices involved with your role (responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in
student affairs at your university?” Individuals were asked to list and describe up to eight of the
most essential tasks or practices involved with their current role in student affairs at their
university. They were asked to be as specific as possible (for example, “I provide direct support
to students who are experiencing challenges adjusting to live on campus,” rather than “I support
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students”). Their responses generated several statements that contributed to building the
concourse. Brown (2004) explained that a “multiplicity of subjective perceptions” is generated
from participant statements, which can allow the “researcher to design specific items that drill
down into particular attitudes” (p. 4).
In the Qualtrics Research Suite, the researcher has the option for the participants to
remain anonymous. Advantages of using the Qualtrics method to data collection are, according
to Neuman (2003) and Sarantakos (1998), low cost, convenience to respondents, quick
production of results, secure anonymity, and the ability of participants to provide unbiased
views. Individuals who completed the questionnaire were numbered consecutively and coded
based on title, years in student affairs, gender, ethnicity, type of institution, and size of
institution. Once the concourse statements (Appendix I) were obtained from the participants,
they were sorted into categories and subcategories. The purpose of the categories was to ensure
that all areas of interest to the participants and researcher were addressed and that statements did
not favor one point of view over another (Coogan & Herrington, 2011). In order to
comprehensively address participants’ opinions and perspectives, all of the topics and categories
that were mentioned by participants were included in the concourse (Coogan & Herrington,
2011).
Creating the Q Sample
This section describes the steps that were taken to review the concourse statements and
generate the Q sample. The Q sample is a set of statements drawn from the concourse that an
individual sorts according to his/her perspective. Watts and Stenner (2005) described the Q
sample as a smaller sample of the concourse. For this study a committee was created to review
and determine which statements would be used for the Q sample. Three individuals constituted
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the committee responsible for reviewing the concourse items and reducing the items down to the
Q sample: myself, the methodologist for the dissertation committee, and an intern in the UNF
Department of Education.
The committee first reviewed the concourse items to ensure that identical items were
eliminated and similar items were combined. Next they looked for distinct themes, patterns and
the frequency of items in the concourse. As advocated by Jason (2008), the objective was to
represent the topic as comprehensively as possible while also selecting statements that are
manageable for individuals to sort, with respect to both the number of statements and the
wording.
Sixty statements from the 10 participants were reviewed in the form of a sample of items
or propositions, each of which stated a point of view on some aspect of the prompt. Each item
was adapted directly either from statements made by the participants in the survey or from direct
quotations from the literature. The initial sample of 60 statements was ultimately reduced to 37
responses by removal of partial repetitions, double-barreled propositions, ambiguous items, etc.
(Appendix J). These 37 core statements represented key variables or role perceptions that were
mentioned in the concourse. As a test, the following matrix (Figure 2.1) was used to sort the 37
statements. The same three individuals who generated the Q sample tested it with a sort (see
Appendix F).
Figure 2.1 Sorting Matrix
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P Set (Participants)
In a Q study, the participant sample is referred to as the P Set. Unlike R methodology, the
emphasis of the Q design is on a smaller sample of participants. McKeown and Thomas (2013)
defined research that is conducted with more than 50 participants as “extensive” (p. 32).
Whereas R methodology concentrates on the relationships between tests or traits of participants,
Q methodology focuses on identifying “internal frames of reference” (McKeown & Thomas,
2013, p. 2) for individual participants. Watts and Stenner (2005) further explained “the whole
point of Q methodology is to allow individuals to categorize themselves on the basis of the item
configurations they produce” (p. 80).
I chose participants based on membership in NASPA who were employees of an
institution that the University of North Florida UNF) has identified as one of its aspirant
institution (institutions with characteristics that UNF endeavors to emulate). A closer study of
aspirant institutions can help student affairs staff better prepare SAAs at UNF, and can help me
refine my career goals and aspirations for contributing to the field of student affairs.
The study identified Q factors from the participant pool and also identified patterns and
themes based on a review of literature (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). Special attention was
given to identifying participants who could contribute to this study. In order to obtain a
comprehensive range of opinions, an electronic Q sorting activity was sent to a sample of 200
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participants selected from public HEIs who were NASPA members and who were employed at
one of UNF’s aspirant institutions. The participants’ institution size and category was obtained
from the Carnegie Classification of Institutions (Table 1), as well as from information collected
from the demographic questionnaire.
Table 1: Student Population and Carnegie Classification of Schools
Institution

UNC-Wilmington
Univ. of Maryland-Baltimore County
Montclair State Univ.
Appalachian State Univ.
West Chester Univ. of Pennsylvania
SUNY College at New Paltz
The College of New Jersey
Towson Univ.
Miami University-Oxford
UNC-Charlotte
Portland State Univ.
James Madison Univ.

Student Population Carnegie Classification
14,570
13,979
20,022
18,026
16,086
7,692
7,409
22,285
18,620
27,238
27,696
20,855

Master's Colleges & Univ: Larger Programs
Doctoral Univ: Higher Research Activity
Doctoral Univ: Moderate Research Activity
Master's Colleges & Univ: Larger Programs
Master's Colleges & Univ: Larger Programs
Master's Colleges & Univ: Larger Programs
Master's Colleges & Univ: Larger Programs
Master's Colleges & Univ: Larger Programs
Doctoral Univ: Higher Research Activity
Doctoral Univ: Higher Research Activity
Doctoral Univ: Higher Research Activity
Master's Colleges & Univ: Larger Programs

Note: Data obtained for classification and student population from the Carnegie Classification
of Institutions (http://www.carnegieclassifications.iu.edu). The classifications and institutional
information provided on this page and used throughout the site reflect data from 2013 to 2014.
Specifically, enrollment and institutional characteristics information is from Fall 2014 and
degree completion from academic year 2013-14.
Data Collection
A purposive sample, which was used in this study, is a nonrandom sampling technique
that allows the researcher to select information-rich cases (Patton, 2005) and research specific
characteristics of a population (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). The Q sample was distributed to
200 full-time SAAs at the coordinator level or above who were members of NASPA and chosen
from ten public UNF aspirant institutions. The positions of coordinator level or higher were
chosen because administrators at those levels have obtained a minimum of a bachelor's degree.
According to Johnson and Christensen (2008), when defining the sample or participants, a
researcher must “provide sufficient detail to allow others to identify the appropriate population
from which you are drawing your sample, which will facilitate generalizations” (p. 94). The
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perceived roles of SAAs in public HEIs are greatly influenced by attitudes, opinions, beliefs,
practices, and experiences in their institutions and divisions. The Q sample allowed participants
to articulate their perceived roles as SAAs.
In spring 2017, I contacted NASPA and asked for a distribution list of members. I
completed an application packet for the request and it was ultimately approved. From the list I
selected all the members who were employed by one of UNF’s aspirant institutions, all of which
had student affairs employees who were members of NASPA. I obtained those individuals’
emails from each of their respective institutions’ department webpages. I collected data from
participants electronically using the FlashQ software. Two hundred individuals were identified
and were contacted via email to request their participation in the study (Appendix C). The email
message described the purpose, risks, and benefits of the study and information regarding
approval from the UNF IRB (Appendix B). They were informed that the average time to
complete the sorting activity was approximately 30 minutes. The email contained a consent form
(Appendix A), the participants’ background questionnaire (Appendix H), and a link to access the
sorting activity from the FlashQ software.
When participants opened the link, instructions clearly described the process for
completing the online Q sort process (Appendix F). After one week, a reminder email
(Appendix E) was sent to all 200 individuals except those who had emailed the researcher
indicating they would not be participating. Only one reminder was sent because of the number
of positive responses. After two weeks the 40 respondents received an email thanking them for
their participation (Appendix D).
The FlashQ software presented respondents with a demographic survey (Appendix H)
that collected position title, number of years in current position, number of years in the student
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affairs field, number of years in HE, age, gender, race, highest educational degree obtained, and
type of degree obtained. These demographic variables make data analysis and interpretation
more robust and provide a means of generalizing to ideas, models, and other SAAs (Watts &
Stenner, 2012).
This study used a self-report sorting activity to collect the data for the study. The FlashQ
software managed and collected all of the data obtained from study participants and also allowed
participants to remain anonymous. Each sort was numbered consecutively and coded based on
title, years in student affairs, gender, ethnicity, type of institution, and size of institution, for
example, D19mwP16 was the code for Director, 19 years, male, white, public institution, and
16,000 enrollment. My methodologist was the only person with access to the list that matched
the participants with the corresponding numbers of the completed sorts. Only my dissertation
chair and I had access to the list of participants, which was securely stored on UNF’s secure
server.
When the participants opened the link to FlashQ embedded in their email, they were
required to read and acknowledge the informed consent (Appendix A) prior to completing the
sorting activity. The participants were asked to sort Q sample statements (Appendix J) generated
from this question: What are the essential tasks involved with SAA roles (responsibilities, duties,
and obligations) in student affairs at their university?
Q Sort Procedures
The Q sort method is a “means whereby data are obtained for factoring” (Brown, 1980).
It is the quantitative basis for the Q methodology, which is a general name used to characterize a
set of philosophical social and psychometric tools oriented to research on the individual
(Kerlinger, 1973). It is also a way of simplifying assessments and rankings from participants.
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The order or rank of statements or phrases participants use is important because the statements or
phrases describe their perceptions relative to a specific situation or condition.
All participants were asked to rank the Q statements in a manner that provided a
numerical value for each individual item according to an evaluative profile. In this case the
profile ranged from the most essential outcomes, outcomes that fall somewhere in the middle or
that you are simply unsure about, and outcomes you believe are the least essential. The ranks
ranged from -4 (“least essential”) to +4 (“most essential”). Q methodology often uses a forced
distribution, “which is the forcing of participants” to rank statements with a normal distribution
(Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 77). Watts and Stenner (2005) observed that forced distribution
“delimits unnecessary work and is convenient for the participants” (p. 77). It is also important to
note that the shape of the distribution depends on the Q sample. Figure 2.2 is a graphic
representation of the ranking task. From the three aforementioned groupings (most essential
through least essential), participants were asked to further categorize the statements. They were
asked to place three statements in the “least essential” column (-4), three statements in the “most
essential” column (+4), four items in each of the four columns (-3, -2, +2, +3), and five items in
each of the center columns (-1, 0, +1). Individuals continued this procedure until all the virtual
cards were placed in the response matrix. Items could be moved and switched around during the
sorting process at the discretion of the individual. At the end of the process there were:
•

Three cards each under markers +4 (most important) and -4 (least important).

•

Four cards each under markers +3 (more important) and -3 (less important).

•

Four cards each under markers +2 (more important) and -2 (less important).

•

Five cards each under markers +1 and -1.

•

Five cards under marker 0 (somewhere in the middle, unsure).
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This process allowed participants to sort statements relative to the research question. It
forced participants to rate the statements based on their individual subjectivity (Stephenson,
1953).
Figure 2.2 A Standard Convention for Q Sort Rankings
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Unlike with Likert style scales, in a Q sort each item is sorted in relation to each other
item, thus each Q sort represents a holistic viewpoint of the sorter’s perception in relation to the
statement. “The hallmark of Q methodology is that it allows participants to express their own
orientation, and thus assumes people to be ‘meaning makers’ capable of imposing their own
understanding through their ordering of the items” (Stenner, Dancey, & Watts, 2000).
Ultimately, the sorting patterns of the various participants are compared through factor analysis.
Data Analysis
In Q methodology there are three sets of procedures for data analysis: factor analysis,
factor loadings through correlation coefficients, and the computation of factor scores (Brown,
2004; McKeown & Thomas, 1988). According to Brown (2004) the first step in analyzing the
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data in a Q study is factor analysis. According to Clifford (2009), Q methodology is different
from other methodologies in how it employs factor analysis. Factor analysis comprises the
“statistical means by which subjects are grouped – or rather the way they group themselves
(through Q-sorting)” (McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 49). Two techniques for factor analysis are
principal components analysis and the centroid method. It really does not matter which measure
is used for the correlation matrix or what factoring technique is used (Brown, 2004; McKeown &
Thomas, 1988). For this study, factor analysis was used to identify specific opinion groupings or
factors derived from what statements SAAs perceive best represent their roles. I used principal
components analysis for factor extraction, along with both statistical and theoretical
considerations when selecting factors for rotation. Principal components analysis is the most
mathematically pure and most people can understand its terminology associated with this
perspective. The goal of factor analysis is to generate a correlation matrix of the participants.
This can be done using “Pearson’s r, Spearman’s rho, or other commonly employed
nonparametric measures of association” (Brown, 2004, p.5). The factoring process starts once a
matrix of Q-sort correlations has been generated. The analysis of a correlation matrix is a crucial
step in the generation of a factor matrix (Clifford, 2009).
The result of factor analysis is factor loadings, which are correlation coefficients (Brown,
2004). In this step, each statement in the Q sample is scored for each factor.
Lastly, factor scoring supports the task of understanding and interpreting the meanings of
the factors in two ways: first, through factor array, and second, through the identification of
statements whose ranks in the arrays are statistically different for any pair of given factors
(McKeown & Thomas, 1998). Factor loading scores indicate the extent of agreement among
perceptions related to the individual Q-sort statements. The rankings are referred to as Q sorts;
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this simply means the rankings are correlated and then factor analyzed to determine groups of
opinions from the participants. When an individual gives positive feedback on a factor, this
means he or she shares subjectivity or perspectives with others on that factor; conversely,
negative loadings are a sign of the individual’s rejection of the factor’s perspective (McKeown &
Thomas, 1988). Factor loadings are considered to be statistically significant (p < .01) if they
exceed + 2.58 times the standard error (SE) (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). The equation for
calculating SE is 1/ N , where N is the number of statements in the Q sort (McKeown & Thomas,
1988). For this study SE = 1 / 37 =.1643, so factor loadings in excess of ± 2.58 (.1643), or

±.42, were considered statistically significant.

This study used PQMethod 2.33 freeware to analyze the Q sorts. PQMethod 2.33
freeware is available online as a free download (http://www.rz.unibwmuenchen.de/~p10bsmk/qmthod/) and is designed to record and analyzing Q-sort data. The Qsort data for each participant was entered into this software and a factor analysis was conducted
using the statistical options available in the software. PQMethod 2.33 created factor loadings,
factor scores, and factor arrays. The software also made a distinction of indicating the
distinguishing consensus statements, which was useful in further interpreting the factors.
Ethical Considerations
Marshall and Rossman (2011) cautioned that, to conduct ethical research, one must have
a moral conscience, specifically regarding respect for persons, beneficence, and justice. The
following describes all the steps I took during this study to ensure that all ethical considerations
were respected.
I followed IRB guidelines to uphold the necessary ethical standards for my research.
Following my committee’s approval, I submitted my proposal to the IRB. After IRB approval, I
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ensured that participants understood that agreeing to participate in this study was voluntary and
that any information they provided would be kept confidential.
When I began contacting participants, their overall safety and well-being was my most
important consideration. First, I invited SAAs via email to participate in the research.
Individuals who replied to the invitation email stating they were not interested were omitted from
the study. Those who did not respond received the questionnaire email. The first page of the
survey contained information that explained the reason for the research, and statements that
participation was voluntary, that all individuals’ records would be kept confidential, and that
there was no foreseeable risks in completion of the survey. Johnson and Christensen (2008)
acknowledged that individuals who receive information about the purpose and nature of a study
can make an informed decision on whether they are comfortable enough to participate in the
study. A contact number was provided in the event that the participant had further questions or
concerns or decided to withdraw from the study at a later time. Participants were asked to give
their consent to join the study by selecting "I agree" after reading the consent form. Once the
participants selected this option, they were able to proceed to the online questionnaire. If they
selected "I do not agree," they were unable to access the online survey.
Summary
This chapter discussed Q methodology as the procedure I used to conduct the study. It
described the participants (P set), the concourse development, the Q sample, the data collection
procedure, data analysis, and ethical considerations. The Q sort procedure was used to assess
SAAs’ perceptions of their roles in order to learn about their opinions, beliefs, and practices
relative to their duties and responsibilities. The research instrument, or Q sample, was
comprised of opinion statements derived from participants’ responses to a concourse
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questionnaire and items selected from subject literature. Forty SAAs completed Q sorts
regarding how they perceive the essential tasks related to their roles (responsibilities, duties, and
obligations) at their university. Factor analysis was used to analyze the data collected from the Q
samples.
Chapter 4 will discuss the analysis of the data and the results. The chapter will begin
with a review of the purpose of the study, the research questions, and the data analysis process,
and how the data were analyzed to address and answer the overarching research question. A
summary will end the chapter.

CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH FINDINGS
The purpose of this Q study was to explore the perceptions of SAAs in public HEIs
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regarding the essential tasks involved with their role (responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in
SA at their institution and within their position. Q methodology was chosen as the research
design because it focuses on understanding individuals’ subjective viewpoints (Coogan &
Herrington, 2011; McKeown & Thomas, 2013). This research technique provides a means of
identifying “internal frames of reference” (McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. 2) for individual
participants, as well as the opportunity to “categorize themselves on the basis of the item
configurations they produce” (Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 80). SAAs who were members of
NASPA and were employed by aspirant institutions of UNF generated the data for this chapter
by completing 40 Q sorts. The participants sorted 37 statements describing their roles in their
current position. The research question guiding this study was reframed for the participants as
follows: “What are the essential tasks involved with SAA roles (responsibilities, duties, and
obligations) in student affairs at their university?”
Q methodology is unique in relation to qualitative research methods because it enables
the researcher to use data analysis to differentiate the relationship between participant Q sorts.
The primary statistical procedures used to classify relationships between the 37-item Q sorts of
statements in this study were the correlation of individual Q sorts, factor analysis, and the
computation of factor scores (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). The correlation quantifies the
similarity among individuals’ Q sorts. When participants’ Q sorts cluster, the result is evaluated
using factor analysis. Lastly, factor scores and factor arrays are created from the 37-item Q sort
statements that describe a matrix for a particular factor (McKeown & Thomas, 1988).
Data from the 40 Q sorts was entered into PQMethod 2.33 freeware (Schmolck &
Atkinson, 2013). The second step was to run an analysis using the PQMethod (Schmolck &
Atkinson, 2013) freeware. Three solutions emerged from the data—a three-factor solution, a
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four-factor solution, and a five-factor solution. For reasons discussed later, a four-factor solution
was selected for the study. The four-factor solution produced a narrative that led to a naming
convention for the four individual factor arrays.
Chapter 4 discusses the findings of the current study. It furnishes an analysis of the data
obtained from the 40 Q sorts completed by participants by discussing the factor correlation
matrix, factor extraction, factor rotation, correlations between factor scores, and factor
characteristics. Ultimately, a narrative description of the four factors will be discussed.
Q Data Analysis
Analysis of the Q sort data included the creation of a factor correlation matrix, computing
correlations between factor scores, constructing factor arrays of normalized factor scores, and
defining factor characteristics.
Factor Correlation Matrix
According to Watts and Stenner (2012), the first step in analyzing Q sort data is to
determine the similarities between the Q sorts by creating a factor correlation matrix. The
correlation matrix quantifies the agreement among the Q sorts, creating a visual representation of
the associations between each pair of Q sorts (Figure 2.3). The correlations between and among
individual Q sorts are intermediate data which is then factor analyzed to determine relationships
among the correlations.
Figure 2.3 Correlation Matrix
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The correlation matrix for this study included 40 participant sorts (N=40). The degree of
agreement between any two participant sorts is represented by the value of the correlation
coefficient between the two. This value can be negative or positive, with a range of correlation
coefficients from -1.00 to +1.00. According to Brown (1980), a correlation coefficient of +1.00
indicates complete agreement between two participant sorts, -1.00 shows complete disagreement,
and 0.00 demonstrates zero agreement or disagreement (that is, random distribution) between
participant sorts. The correlation coefficient is intermediate data that quantifies the relationship
between any two sorts and the correlation matrix depicts the variability found within the study
(Watts & Stenner, 2012).
Factor Analysis
The second step in Q sort analysis is factor analysis. The goal of factor analysis is to
identify relationships within the correlation matrix. This procedure identifies groups of
individuals who have sorted items in a statistically similar manner (Watts & Stenner, 2012).
Factors are collectively held viewpoints shared by groups of participants. Brown (1993)
compared these collectively held viewpoints to family resemblances. Factor analysis is used to

67
determine the number of families or factors in a study. Principal components analysis (McKeown
and Thomas, 2013) was chosen for the factor analysis in this study because it has been described
as being “mathematically precise” (McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 49). The same software,
PQMethod 2.33 (Schmolck & Atkinson, 2013) was used for the factor analysis.
In Q methodology the factor loadings describe how similar or dissimilar the sort is to the
factor array. They show the degree to which each Q sort is related to a factor array; that is, factor
loadings are simply correlation coefficients (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). Factor loadings are
statistically significant (p<.01) if they are in excess of + 2.58 times the standard error (SE).
Standard error is shown as SE = 1/ N with N representing the number of statements in the Q
sample (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). For this study SE = 1 / 37 =.1643, so factor loadings in

excess of ± 2.58 (.1643), or ± 0.42, were considered statistically significant. This means the

higher the factor loading, the higher the family resemblance, or the more similar the sort.
Factor Rotation
Two techniques can be used for factor rotation, a theoretical or a statistical method. The
traditional approach is theoretical and is done by hand. This method allows the factors to be
rotated manually by the researcher, and is sometime referred to as judgmental rotation. Watts &
Stenner (2012) stated “this is done deliberately so as to bring unexpected but not unsuspected
results to light” (p. 40). This technique is of value if there is a perspective that is important to
focus on or if there is a viewpoint that stands out. Alternatively, a second purely statistical
technique, varimax factor rotation, is a common statistical approach that automatically rotates the
factors within a statistical program based upon finding the solution that accounts for the greatest
amount of variance (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Varimax factor rotation is generally used to
“maximize the purity of saturation” and to reduce the “muddling” of the data (McKeown &
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Thomas, 1988, p. 52). Watts and Stenner (2005) affirmed that varimax rotation enhances the
uniqueness of each factor and is the most frequently used. For purposes of this study, varimax
factor rotation was selected because the researcher did not have a strong theoretical supposition.
Using varimax rotation analysis, three-, four-, and five- factor rotations were analyzed
and evaluated. After reviewing all three solutions, the researcher chose the four-factor solution.
Even though the four-factor rotation’s variance (58%) was in the middle in relation to the three(51%) and five- (63%) factor rotations, the four-factor solution was selected because of its
distinct factor characteristics and qualities, based on where statements were ranked in the factor
array. After the varimax rotation was complete, four factors showed meaningful loadings. The
four factors accounted for 58% of the variance: factor 1 accounted for 20%, factor 2 for 15%,
factor 3 for 14%, and factor 4 for 9% of the variance, where the variance represents the strength
of each factor. Factor 1 accounted for the highest percentage of the variance (20%), with a 0.42
significance level. Of the 40 Q sorts, 35 significantly loaded on one of the four factors, four
loaded on two factors, and one did not load on any factors. The four sorts (2, 5, 15, and 24) that
loaded on two factors are called confounding sorts. This means the participant had a unique
viewpoint that did not align with any of the four factors. Either the viewpoint conflicted with the
four factors or it was shared with more than one factor.
The sorts that loaded with a significance level of p <.01 were identified as the defining
sorts for each factor (as indicated by the X’s in Figure 2.4). The defining sorts in the four-factor
solution included 13 participants who loaded on factor 1, 9 who loaded on factor 2, 9 who loaded
on factor 3, and 4 who loaded on factor 4. Sorts with negative loadings represent the
participants’ disagreement with the viewpoints of the factor. For example, the negative loading
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of Participant 1 (D15mwP40) on factor 1 means that the participant disagrees with the views of
that factor.
Figure 2.4 Factor Loadings (X indicates a defining sort)

Correlations between Factor Scores
The correlation matrix describes to what extent the factor scores are related to each other.
The correlation matrices for the factors in this study are shown in Table 2. Correlations can
range between -1.0 and +1.0. A correlation of +1.0 indicates complete agreement and a
correlation of -1.0 means complete disagreement. The highest correlation between factor scores
in this study was between factors 4 and 3 (.3184). The lower correlations between factors 2 and
3 (.156), factors 3 and 1 (.262) and factors 4 and 2 (.279) indicated distinct perceptions of
essential tasks involved with the SAA’s role. For this study SE = 1 / 37 =.1643, so factor
loadings in excess of ± 2.58 (.1643), or ±.42 were considered statistically significant.
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Table 2 Correlations between Factor Scores
1

2

3

4

1

1.0000

0.2363

0.2621

-0.0555

2

0.2363

1.0000

0.1564

0.2792

3

0.2621

0.1564

1.0000

0.3184

4

-0.0555

0.2792

0.3184

1.0000

Factor Scores and Arrays
McKeown and Thomas (1988) affirmed that factor scores are essential in interpreting Q
data. The factor score is a z-score for a Q statement and is made up of all the scores given to a
specific statement by each participant who loaded onto that factor (Figure 2.5). This score
measures the distance between the statement and the distribution’s mean. Brown (1993) referred
to this as an average score for the Q sort statement as it relates to a factor. For interpretation, the
z-scores are then converted into whole numbers using a predetermined range of numbers from
the Q sorting process (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). The range of numbers used in this study
was -4 to +4. This conversion to whole numbers helps to visually compare the factor arrays.
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Figure 2.5 Normalized Factor Scores for Factor 1

Factor arrays help us to visualize the placement of the 37 statements and distinguish the
factors. Each of the four factors in this study had a distinctive arrangement. These four factors
evolved into themes based on each factor array; the themes are discussed later in this chapter.
Figure 2.6 shows how each statement was ranked for each of the four factors. For example,
Statement 1 (I am an advocate for student groups) was ranked in the neutral, or 0 position, for
factor 1, factor 2, and factor 4, while Statement 1 was ranked +1 for factor 3.
Figure 2.6 Factor Q Sort Values for Each Statement
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Factor Characteristics
Table 2.1 shows the factor characteristics, which include the number of defining
variables, the reliability coefficient, the composite reliability scores, and the standard error (SE)
of factor scores for the four factors in the study. The number of defining variables is the number
of participants who loaded significantly on each factor. For example, 13 individuals loaded on
factor 1; nine individuals loaded on factor 2; nine individuals loaded on factor 3; and four
individuals loaded on factor 4. The reliability is the likelihood that individuals would complete
the Q sort in the same way under the same conditions of instruction. High reliability means the
factor scores are stable, that is participants would sort in a similar manner if presented with the
sort in the future. The formula for reliability for a factor is r = 0.80/[1+(p-1) 0.80], where p is
the number of participants defining a factor and .80 is their estimated reliability coefficient
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(McKeown & Thomas, 1988). The composite reliability for the four factors in this study ranged
from 0.94 to 0.98. These coefficients imply that the factor arrays distinguish differences in a
fairly stable way.
Table 2.1 Factor Characteristics
Factor Characteristics
Factors
1

2

3

4

No. of Defining Variables

13

9

9

4

Average Rel. Coef.

0.800

0.800

0.800

0.800

Composite Reliability

0.981

0.973

0.973

0.941

S.E. of Factor Scores

0.137

0.164

0.164

0.243

Factor Interpretation
In the preceding sections, four emergent factors were identified from the 40 Q sorts. The
paragraphs that follow describe the perspectives held by SAAs regarding their role in the DSA.
All four factors were assessed using the study’s prompt: What are the essential tasks involved
with SAA roles (responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at their university?
The following discussion examines the emergent factors that were identified in the analysis and
provides an explanation of four sets of data, the factor arrays, distinguishing and anchor
statements, and post sort responses.
The first set of data is the factor arrays. As previously discussed, the factor arrays are the
visual representation of the placement of 37 statements ranking those statements from -4 (least
important) to +4 (most important) in a forced distribution grid. The factor array provides an
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image of the rankings and how the statements relate to each other from least important to most
important.
The second set of data is the distinguishing statements (Tables 2.9, 2.12, 2.15 and 2.18).
These statements that occupy a unique place in one specific factor array can assist the researcher
in understanding how a particular factor in an accompanying factor array is distinct in meaning
from the other factors. The distinguishing statements define the viewpoint of the participant.
For example, in factor 1, Statement 12 (I represent my office unit or center) was + 4 (most
important), and was used to develop the theme for factor 1. A distinguishing statement also sets
each factor apart statistically from the other factors. For example, Statement 12 (I represent my
office unit or center) is different from Statement 26 (I engage in leadership development for and
among students), a +4 statement in factor 3. Statement 12 is a distinguishing statement for factor
1 only. Participants’ shared view of Statement 12 and post sort responses help to understand the
viewpoints of participants and form themes around those statements. Anchor statements within
each factor array were also important in supporting the understanding of the point of view of
participants. These statements were defined by -4 (least important) to +4 (most important)
rankings of statements in each factor array, which was ultimately used to further construct a
description of the four factors. For example, Statement 21 (I lead or direct an office, unit, or
center) was an anchor statement that was ranked +4 in factor 1. Anchor statements are
significant because those are the perspectives that participants felt most strongly about. Anchor
statements in combination with distinguishing statements set the factor arrays apart from each
other and further support the theme of the factor.
The third set of data used for creating a theme for the factors was the post sort responses.
These open-ended responses provided insights about participants’ perspectives regarding their
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rationale for sorting the statements in a particular manner. According to Watts and Stenner
(2005, p. 78), “open-ended comments are a vital part of the Q methodological procedure, for
they will aid the later interpretation of the sorting configurations (and viewpoints) captured by
each of the emergent factors.” The information collected from the post sort responses provided
deeper understanding of how participants who loaded onto the respective factors perceived
particular Q sample statements. Post sort responses helped the researcher view the statements in
different ways and understand why the participants sorted the statements as they did.
The factor arrays, distinguishing and anchor statements, and post sort responses were the
three sets of data used to create a narrative of the four emergent themes in this study. Most
importantly was the specific sorting of the 37 statements into categories on the -4 to +4 Q sort
scale. Based on the analysis of the aforementioned three data sets, there were four emergent
themes for how SAAs perceived the essential tasks or practices involved with their role
(responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in SA at their university: (1) Connective Leadership, (2)
Instructive Leadership, (3) Supportive Leadership, and (4) Constructive Leadership. These four
themes are described below along with demographics of the participants within the factors, the
distinguishing and anchor statements, and excerpts from the post sort responses.
Factor 1 – Connective Leadership
The following is a discussion of the demographics, factor array, distinguishing and
anchor statements, and information from the post sort responses which shaped the theme of
factor 1, defined by participants who perceived their role in SA to involve Connective
Leadership.
Table 2.2 describes the demographic makeup of the 13 participants that loaded on factor
1. Ten sorters were female and three were male, ranging in age from 32-61. All of the sorts
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were from individuals employed at public institutions with enrollments between 6,500 and
29,000. Eight of the administrators held doctoral degrees, and the remaining five held master’s
degrees. Factor 1 participants consisted of five Directors, one Assistant Director, one Associate
Director, an Assistant Vice President and Vice Chancellor, an Associate Vice President, an
Associate Dean, and two Vice Presidents. The SA functional areas represented were also varied:
Student Health Services, Family Parent Programs, Career Center, Services for Students with
Children, Residence Life, Budget and Technology, and Administration. One had worked <one
year in their current position, one worked one year, eight worked 3-7 years, and three worked 1019 years. Five of the participants who loaded on factor 1 had worked in SA 5-15 years, three had
16-20 years and 5 had 23-41 years of experience, with an average of 18.5 years of experience.
Three of the participants had worked in HE 6-15 years, five had 16-20 years and five had 24-41
years of experience. Nine of the participants indicated White, two Black, and one individual
indicated Multiracial ethnicity. The demographic data collected from the participants is included
simply to contribute to the descriptive narrative of the factors, and is not intended to suggest any
correlations.
Table 2.2 Demographic Characteristics of Participants Loading on Factor 1
Sort

Sex

Age

Education

Title

Yr Cur. Pos.

Yr Stud Aff Yr inHE

Ethnicity

Size of Inst

3

F

51

Doctorate, HEA

Assoc VP

12

28

28

White

16,000

6

F

61

Masters, Counseling

Director

4

18

20

White

6,500

8

F

54

Masters, Social Wk

Director

5

5

6

White

29,000

11

M

37

Masters, Business

Asst VC

1

16

16

Black

16,000

12

F

49

Doctorate, HEA

VP

3

23

24

White

20,000

16

F

52

Doctorate, HEA

Assoc Dean

3

7

30

White

28,000

17

F

NA

Doctorate, HEA

Asst Director

<1

17

17

White

18,000

23

F

63

Doctorate, HEA

VP

19

41

41

Black

21,000
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26

M

32

Masters, HEA

Director

3

10

10

White

16,000

27

F

50

Doctorate, Ed Lead

Director

10

27

27

White

15,000

29

F

39

Doctorate, Ed Lead

Assoc Director

7

15

17

Black

17,000

34

F

45

Doctorate, HEA

Asst VP

5

20

20

Multiracial

29,000

35

M

50

Masters, Ed & MBA

Director

6

13

15

White

14,000

Factor 1 accounted for 20% of the explained variance. Thirteen of the 40 sorts (3, 6, 8,
11, 12, 16, 17, 23, 26, 27, 29, 34, and 35) loaded onto the viewpoint that characterized
Connective Leadership. The Q sort value of Statements 12 (I represent my office, unit, or
center), 14 (I facilitate collaborations across other units, departments, and/or colleges on
campus for the benefit of students), and 21 (I lead or direct an office, unit, or center) in factor 1
was +4 (Figure 2.7). The +3 Statements 7 (I supervise staff), 13 (I communicate with, inform,
advise others on campus about student affairs related policies and procedures), 29 (I administer
financial resources), and 30 (I review and prepare a budget) in Figure 2.7 further deepen the
interpretation of Connective Leadership by expanding on the role of participants that loaded on
factor 1. These statements are further interpreted in the discussion that follows.
Figure 2.7 Factor 1 Q Sort Values for Each Statement for Factor 1
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The +4 and +3 statements that characterized factor 1 describe a leader who perceives
their role as making meaningful connections with others across campus. The participants who
clustered around factor 1 led collaborative efforts on campus and were focused on creating an
understanding of the interconnections between SAAs and the university.
The position within the factor array of Statement 12, a distinguishing statement and +4 in
factor 1, was distinctive and specific to factor 1 (Figure 2.8). In the post sort responses,
Participant 17, who had the highest loading (.802) in factor 1, revealed that “Being an active
member at meetings and events is imperative to networking.” This participant was an exemplar,
because the high loading “exemplifies the shared item pattern or configuration that is
characteristic of that factor” (Watts and Stenner, 2005, p. 81). Participant 27, who had the
second highest loading (.790) on Factor 1, confirmed the importance of these tasks when he
declared, “Another major part of my role as Director is to always represent our mission and
values to those across campus, the goal is to be a partner with whomever we can so as to solidify
our place on campus.”
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Figure 2.8 Distinguishing Statements for Factor 1

(p<.05; Asterisk (*) following factor scores indicates significance at p < .01)
Another +4 position and distinguishing statement in the factor array was Statement 21 (I
lead or direct an office, unit, or center). Participant 8 explained, “My vision and leadership
make or break the success of the program I direct”. Participant 29 indicated, “It is important to
provide leadership to those under your charge [and] it is also important to be aware of the
organizational dynamics at play in order to anticipate sudden changes”. Providing vision,
leadership, and being aware of the fluid environment of HE were all perceived as essential tasks
of Connective Leadership. Participants were responsible for leadership, staff supervision, and
goal setting, as indicated by the +3 statement “I supervise staff.” As a case in point, Participant
12 felt that “Making sure that our staff is on track with setting priorities and working toward
common goals were essential” to her role. This response shows roles can be traditional and
mundane, but at the same time very complex. Because these roles can be commonplace and
routine, SAAs may need free time to go outside their traditional roles and engage in tasks such as
assessment, a +2 statement in factor 1 or administer financial resources preparing budgets, a +3
statement. SAAs may excel at their traditional roles because of the frequency with which
Connective Leadership is practiced.
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In the factor array, the “most important” statements of the Connective Leadership
perception were anchored by the +4 statement “I facilitate collaborations across other units,
departments and /or colleges on campus for the benefit of students.” Participants believed their
Connective Leadership aids in the success of the students they serve, as well as demonstrates
how interconnected SA is with other departments and units. For example, in the post sort
responses Participant 3 said, “Collaborations are key to the success of students.” Participant 11
felt his role was to “oversee and connect” and Participant 6 added, “Creating an understanding of
how we are interconnected” is important. The connection is important not just in the sense of
meeting and networking, but also in the sense of relationship building among constituents. To
illustrate, Participant 6 mentioned “building liaison relationships with, students, faculty/staff, and
employees” is important in the daily tasks, duties, and responsibilities of the position.
In the factor array, the least important statements of the perception were anchored by two
statements ranked -4. The anchor statements ranked -4 were statements 5 (I develop student
events) and 6 (I facilitate student events). Feedback from the post sort responses indicated that
participants ranked these statements -4 because they no longer engaged in the development of
student events. For example, Participant 12 wrote “I am no longer the person to plan events
directly; I attend them, but don't plan them.” Likewise, Participant 16 stated, “I am the catalyst
for ideas and concepts but I rarely develop an event anymore.” Similarly, Participant 29, an
Assistant Director of Residence Life, observed “I don’t have much direct contact with students”.
Likewise, in response to Statement 7 (I supervise staff), Participant 12 noted that instead the role
is “setting priorities” for the division. Participants’ role in Connective Leadership does not
involve collaborating with students, instead their role is to connect with administrators,
departments, and other units to support the goals and visions of their respective offices.
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In summary, the demographics, factor arrays, distinguishing and anchor statements along
with data collected from the post sort responses for Factor 1 represented the role of Connective
Leadership by stating that their essential task was to connect, collaborate, network, be a liaison,
and understand how SAAs are interconnected with others on campus. The participants who
loaded on this factor placed a high importance on representing their offices and the division,
setting the vision, setting priorities and providing direction to staff. Instead of connecting with
students, these leaders are the visionaries, collaborators, and connectors who represent their
office, departments, and units.
Factor 2 – Instructive Leadership
The following is a discussion of the demographics, factor array, distinguishing and
anchor statements, and information from the post sort responses which shaped the theme of
factor 2, defined by participants who perceived their role in SA to involve Instructive
Leadership.
Table 2.3 describes the demographic makeup of the nine participants who loaded on
Factor 2. Five sorters were female, one Cisgender male, and three male, ranging in age from 2751. All of the sorters were employed in public institutions with enrollments of 15,000 to 30,000.
Three of the administrators held doctoral degrees, whereas the remaining six held master’s
degrees. Factor 2 consisted of five Directors, two Assistant Directors, one Associate Director,
and a Coordinator. One had worked <1 year in their current position, three 2-2.5 years, three 5-6
years, and two 9-11 years. Two of the participants who loaded on factor 2 had less than 5 years
of experience in SA, three had worked in SA 5-9 years and four had 10-19 years of experience,
with an average of 9.7 years of experience. One of the participants had worked in HE three
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years, five had 9-11 years and three had 17-19 years of experience. Five of the participants
indicated White, one Black, one Afro-Latina, one Mexican, and one Japanese.
Table 2.3 Demographic Characteristics of Participants Loading on Factor 2
Sort

Sex

Age

9

M

44

Education

Title

Yrs Cur. Pos.

Yrs Stud Aff

Yrs in HE

Doctorate, Ed

Ethnicity

Enrollment

Director

11

19

19

White

16,000

Lead
10

Cis

32

Masters, Ed Lead

Director

2

10

10

Black

23,000

M
14

F

40

Doctorate, SA

Director

9

17

17

White

16,000

21

F

33

Masters, Stud Per

Coordinator

6

10

10

Afro-

20,000

Latina
30

M

51

Doctorate, HEA

Director

6

6

11

White

15,000

32

M

32

Masters, Stud Dev

Asst

2

9

9

White

18,000

Director
33

F

47

Masters, Ed

Director

5

5

18

Mexican

30,000

36

F

27

Masters, Stud Aff

Asst

<1

3

3

Japanese

30,000

2.5

9

9

White

16,000

Director
37

F

33

Masters, HEA

Assoc Dir

Factor 2 accounted for 15% of the explained variance. Nine of the 40 sorts (9, 10, 14, 21,
30, 32, 33, 36, and 37) loaded onto the viewpoint that characterized Instructive Leadership. The
positions of Statements 9 (I evaluate staff and personnel), 26 (I engage in leadership
development for and among students) and 33 (I develop programs) in factor 2 was +4 (Figure
2.9). The +3 Statements 4 (I supervise staff), 14 (I facilitate collaborations across other units,
departments, and/or colleges on campus for the benefit of students) and 21 (I lead or direct an
office, unit, or center) deepen the interpretation of Instructive Leadership by elaborating on the
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role of participants that loaded on factor 2. These statements are further interpreted in the
discussion that follows.
Figure 2.9 Factor 2 Q Sort Values for Each Statement for Factor 2

The +4 and +3 statements that characterized factor 2 described a leader who perceived
their role as engaging leaders in training and instruction to further improve their leadership skills.
Participants who clustered around factor 2 led efforts to increase leadership abilities of SAAs and
promote understanding of administrators’ involvement with teaching leadership development.
The position within the factor array of Statement 26, a distinguishing statement and +4 in
factor 2, was distinctive and specific to factor 2 (Figure 2.10). Participant 30, who had the
highest loading (.777) in factor 2, indicated the purpose of his office is to participate in
opportunities that improve leadership skills for students. An essential task of Instructive
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Leadership was to promote evolution and improvement of leadership skills at all levels.
Participants 33 and 36 had the next highest factor 2 loadings (.714) and (.697), but their post sort
responses did not provide additional insights.
Figure 2.10 Distinguishing Statements for Factor 2

(p<.05; Asterisk (*) following factor scores indicates significance at p < .01
A +3 position and distinguishing statement in factor array 2 was Statement 21 (I lead or
direct an office, unit, or center). Participant 21 explained, “Teaching leadership and learning is
at the core of my position.” Providing opportunities for administrators’ leadership development
and being aware of its effect on the success of students were all essential tasks of Instructive
Leadership. Participants who performed this role were responsible for facilitating programs
associated with professional development, training, and instruction. This response shows roles
in SA can be instructional in nature, but not related to programming for students or executive
functions such as creation of vision or mission. SA professionals have opportunities to teach
leadership skills to staff. SAAs’ role is often associated with the supervision of staff, hence the
frequency with which Instructive Leadership is practiced, for example the +3 Statement 7 (I
supervise staff). Providing training allows SAAs frequent interactions with colleagues, hence a
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repertoire of skills and leadership capabilities can be both practiced and developed in these
interactions.
In the factor array, the “most important” statements of the perception of “your role in
student affairs at your university” were anchored by +4 statements “I develop programs” and “I
evaluate staff and personnel.” Participants believe their role in Instructive Leadership is focused
on elements of development. Training and developing staff was the core component of this
factor. Sorters that loaded on factor 2 felt development both assisted in the success of those
serving students and demonstrated how leadership practices can always be refreshed and
practiced. For example, Participant 30 expressed “Leadership development occurs at all levels
and starts with the staff that develops our programs and a focus on staff results in the
development of outstanding programs for our students.” Additionally, Participant 37 added, “I
facilitate leadership classes and workshops”. Instructing staff on leadership is key to this factor,
so much so that participants conduct formal training and leadership classes. An Instructive
Leadership role is critical for improving staff leadership abilities. All of these sentiments were
expressed in the post sort responses for the +4 anchor statements.
In the factor array, the “least important” statements of the perception were anchored by
two statements ranked -4. The anchor statements ranked -4 were Statement 28 (I engage in
fundraising), and statement 25 (I engage in research on campus). Feedback from the post sort
responses indicated that participants ranked these statements -4 because they were not functions
of their role, nor did time constraints allow them to engage in such activities. For example,
Participant 9, a Director for Campus Activities and Involvement, wrote, “I do not fundraise on
behalf of our university.” Participant 10 explained, “There is little time for fundraising and
unclear support from development and alumni relations.” Participants who cluster around factor
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2 are not concerned with fundraising, instead their roles are centered on developing staff. They
indicate that others on campus have an obligation to fundraise for the institution. Similarly,
responses to statement 25 included, “I have not participated in any research since I began
working at my institution 3 years ago.” This is another function that is least essential for factor
2. Research is generally conducted in other entities on campus and not within the DSA.
In summary, the demographics, factor arrays, distinguishing and anchor statements along
with data collected from the post sort responses for factor 2 represented the role of Instructive
Leadership by stating that their essential tasks are to develop leaders, conduct training and
teaching, and instruct staff. This factor emphasized characteristics of learning and opportunities
for improving leadership skills. The participants who loaded on this factor valued opportunities
for growth and enrichment; hence, engaging in leadership development was ranked +4 by
Instructive Leaders. Learning is at the core of these leaders’ philosophy.
Factor 3 – Supportive Leadership
The following is a discussion of the demographics, factor array, distinguishing and
anchor statements, and information from the post sort responses which shaped the theme of
factor 3, defined by participants who perceived their role in SA to involve Supportive
Leadership.
Table 2.4 describes the demographic makeup of the nine participants who loaded on
factor 3. Four sorters were female and five male, ranging in age from 29-63. All of the sorters
were employed at public institutions with enrollments between 13,000 and 40,000. Two of the
administrators held doctoral degrees, whereas the remaining seven held master’s degrees. Factor
3 consisted of three Directors, one Assistant Director, one Special Assistant and four
Coordinators. Two had worked <1 year in their current position, four 2-4.5 years, and three 10

87
years. Three of the participants who loaded on factor 3 had worked in SA 7-10 years, three had
11-12 years of experience, and three had 15-19 years, with an average of 12 years. Two of the
participants had worked in HE seven years, four had 10-13 years and had 15-23 years of
experience. Seven of the participants indicated White, one Black, and one African.
Table 2.4 Demographic Characteristics of Participants Loading on Factor 3

Sort

Sex

Age

Education

1

M

63

Masters, Psych

4

F

30

7

F

13

Title

Yrs Cur. Pos.

Yrs Stud Aff

Yrs in HE

Ethnicity

Director

10

15

23

White

40,000

Masters, HEA

Coordinator

4

7

7

White

20,000

31

Masters, Stud Dev

Coordinator

<1

10

10

White

18,000

F

37

Masters, Stud Per.

Spec Asst

2

12

12

White

13,000

18

M

37

Doctorate, Ed Lead

Director

<1

12

13

White

18,000

20

M

36

Doctorate, Counsel

Asst Director

10

15

15

White

21,000

22

F

36

Masters, Human Res

Coordinator

3

11

11

Black

20,000

28

M

29

Masters, HEA

Coordinator

4.5

7

7

African

21,000

31

M

44

Masters, Counsel

Director

10

19

19

White

21,000

Factor 3 accounted for 14% of the explained variance. Nine of the 40 sorts (1, 4, 7, 13,
18, 20, 22, 28, and 31) loaded onto the viewpoint characterized by Supportive Leadership. The
positions of Statement 2 (I advocate for individual student needs), 27 (I provide families with
university resources on the behalf of their students, and 31 (I assess student needs) in factor 3
was +4 (Figure 2.11). The +3 Statements 14 (I facilitate collaborations across other units,
departments, and/or colleges on campus for the benefit of students), 15 (I am a bridge between
students and faculty), 23 (I am involved with student conduct or discipline procedures and
processes), and 36 (I advise student regarding university processes, policies, and procedures)
further deepen the interpretation of Instructive Leadership by expanding on the role of
participants who loaded on factor 3. These statements are further interpreted in the discussion
that follows.

Enrollment
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Figure 2.11 Factor 3 Q Sort Values for Each Statement in Factor 3

The +4 and +3 statements that characterized factor 3 portrayed a leader whose role is one
of advocacy. The participants who clustered around factor 3 provided support and acted as a
voice for students on campus.
The position within the factor array of Statement 2 (I advocate for individual student
needs), a distinguishing statement and +4 for factor 3, was distinctive and specific to factor 3
(Figure 2.12). Participant 18, who had the highest loading (.812) in factor 3, had a viewpoint in
common with Participants 13 and 7, who had the next highest factor loadings (.630) and (.733).
Participant 7 noted, “This is a large part of my responsibility on campus. I continually meet with
students to discuss their needs to be safe on campus. Sometimes that means I need to be creative
and work with other departments.” Participant 13 noted, “I effectively serve as a case manager
as some part of my position. I use both challenge and support in advocating for the individual
needs to success.” Advocating for students is comprised of varied tasks. According to

89
Participant 13, these tasks can be associated with mental health, faculty interaction or something
as simple as withdrawing from classes.
Figure 2.12 Distinguishing Statements for Factor 3

(p<.05; Asterisk (*) following factor scores indicates significance at p < .01)
Another +4 position and distinguishing statement in factor array 3 was “I assess student
needs.” Participant 28 explained ‟Working with my student population, there needs to be a
voice that speaks to their needs.” Likewise, Participant 18 believed “Each student introduces the
grey within a black and white policy.” Providing support and being a voice for students are
essential tasks of Supportive Leadership. Each individual student has unique requirements and
SAAs need to be their voice when addressing student’s individual needs and concerns.
Similarly, Statement 27 (I provide families with university resources on behalf of students) was a
+4 distinguishing statement. SAAs who clustered around factor 3 had the mentality of the
saying “It takes a village to raise a child” when it came to working with students. As a case in
point, Participant 18 described “With our experiences we should help guide families and students
to the right answers.” Participant 22 added “I am often students’ main contact” when they need
assistance or help with an issue. All of these sentiments were expressed in the post sort
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responses for the +4 statements. The support for students’ need is not just physical, rather SAAs
can also support students mentally or emotionally. SAAs’ role is to be concerned with the
welfare of the whole student and Supportive Leadership describes this role perfectly. These
professionals are advocates and voices for students. Conversely, they are not like the
professionals in factor 1, leading offices, setting priorities, and creating visions.
In the factor array, the “least important” statements of the perception of “your role in
student affairs at your university” were anchored by two statements ranked as -4. The anchor
statements that occupied the -4 position were statements 28 (I engage in fundraising) and 29 (I
administer financial resources). Many of the post sort responses to Statement 29 illustrated that
participants ranked these statements in the -4 slot because administering financial resources is
not a part of their job, office, or responsibility. Participant 31, a Director for Student Conduct
wrote, “My office does not engage in financial aid awards.” Participant 18, added, “This has
never been a part of my position, but I have been able to lighten a burden of a cost of something
by my position. It has not been the most important part of my job as I've been able to connect
them to resources, as identified in my most essential category.” Furthermore, Participant 7
pointed out, “This is not part of any job responsibility I have.” Even though these statements
were ranked in the -4 position, SAAs still need to feel they can help students and point them in
the right direction, for example the quote from Participant 18 above. SAAs’ roles are not
centered on financial aid or scholarships, but since they work so closely with students they
sometimes find themselves assisting or directing students to the appropriate offices for help.
In summary, the demographics, factor arrays, distinguishing and anchor statements along
with data collected from the post sort responses for factor 3 represent the role of Supportive
Leadership. The essential tasks of Supportive Leadership are being a voice for students and
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understanding that SAAs are often students’ first point of contact. This factor emphasized
characteristics of advocacy, welfare, and resources concerned with the needs of students. The
participants who loaded on this factor placed a high importance on supporting students, in
whatever capacity is needed. These leaders are the voice of students; hence, advocating for
students and assessing students’ needs were ranked +4 among Supportive Leadership.
Factor 4 – Constructive Leadership
The following is a discussion of the demographics, factor array, distinguishing and
anchor statements, and information from the post sort responses which shaped the theme of
factor 4, defined by participants who perceived their role in SA to involve Constructive
Leadership.
The following describes the demographic makeup (Table 2.5) of the four participants
who loaded on factor 4. Two sorters were female and two male, ranging in age from 27-47. All
of the sorts were from individuals employed at public institutions with enrollments between
18,000 and 23,000. One of the administrators was “All But Dissertation” for a doctoral degree,
whereas the remaining three held master’s degrees. Factor 4 participants consisted of one
Assistant Director, one Associate Director, and two Coordinators. One had worked <1 year in
their current position, one 1 year, and two 3-5 years. Two of the participants who loaded on
factor 4 had worked in SA 1-3 years, and two had 8-10 years of experience, with an average of
5.5 years of experience. Two of the participants had worked in HE 3 years, and two had 10-19
years of experience. Two of the participants indicated White, one Black, and one Multiethnic.
The demographic data collected from the participants is included to contribute to the descriptive
narrative of factor 4, and is not intended to suggest any correlations.
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Table 2.5 Demographic Characteristics of Participants Loading on Factor 4
Sort Sex Age Education
19

F

Title

Yrs Cur. Pos.

Yrs Stud Aff

Yrs in HE

Ethnicity

Enrollment

27

Masters,

Coordinator

3

3

3

White

18,000

25

F

33

Masters

Coordinator

1

1

3

Black

22,284

38

M

35

Masters.

Asi Dir

5

10

10

White

36,000

40

M

47

ABD

Aso Dir

1

8

19

Multiethnic

22,000

Factor 4 accounted for 9% of the explained variance. Four of the 40 sorts (19, 25, 38,
and 40) loaded onto the viewpoint that characterized Connective Leadership. The Q sort value
of Statements 3 (I develop programs), 6 (I facilitate student events), and 17 (I teach faculty and
staff about students and their needs in factor 4 was +4 (Figure 2.13). The +3 Statements 4 (I
facilitate programs), 12 (I represent my office, unit, or center), 14 (I facilitate collaborations
across other units, departments and or colleges on campus for the benefit of students), and 33 (I
engage in the assessment of programs and their impacts on students) in Figure 2.13 further
deepen the interpretation of Constructive Leadership by expanding on the role of participants
that loaded on factor 4. These statements are further interpreted in the discussion that follows.
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Figure 2.13 Factor 4 Q Sort Values for Each Statement

The +4 and +3 statements characterizing factor 4 depicted a leader who perceives their
role as developing and facilitating programs for students. The participants who clustered around
factor 4 led creative efforts to establish and facilitate programs within the DSA.
Unlike factors 1, 2, and 3, factor 4’s distinguishing statements were not ranked +4.
Instead, the position within the factor array of Statement 24 (I engage or participate in
community outreach), a distinguishing statement and +2 in factor 4, was unique to factor 4
(Figure 2.14). Participant 19 had the highest loading (.735) in factor 4 and Participant 25 had the
next highest loading (.715). In the post sort responses, Participant 25 stated, “My role in
particular targets underserved populations on and off campus. My passion will always be for the
population which I come from.” SAAs often connect with others outside of the university
setting. These connections help foster an understanding of college life for students who wish to
attend college. Not only are SAAs focused on the welfare of the current college student, they are
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also concerned for students who may matriculate into the university.
Figure 2.14 Distinguishing Statements for Factor 4

(p<.05; Asterisk (*) following factor scores indicates significance at p < .01)
One +4 position statement in the factor array was Statement 3 (I develop programs). In
the post sort responses, Participant 19 explained, “I develop programs related to mental health
and mental wellness.” Participants who clustered around factor 4 construct programs for
students and most often also facilitate those programs. For example, Participant 19 stated, “I
also facilitate.” Another +4 position statement in factor 4 was Statement 17 (I teach faculty and
staff about students and their needs). Participant 19 expanded on this topic by saying “Part of
the programming I develop is to teach faculty and staff how to respond to at-risk students.”
SAAs who load onto this factor not only construct and facilitate programs for students, they also
teach other personnel on campus how to interact with students when addressing their needs.
Even though Statements 6 and 17 are not distinguishing statements, when reviewed in the
context of program development and facilitation, the statements illustrate a strong perspective of
factor 4. The participants who embraced the characteristics of factor 4 described a role that
focused on Constructive Leadership.
In the factor array, the “least important” statements of the perception of “the role in
student affairs at your university” were anchored by two statements ranked as -4. The anchor
statements ranked -4 were Statements 8 (I manage the day-to-day operations of an office or
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other campus unit) and 23 (I am involved with student conduct or discipline procedures and
processes). Post sort responses regarding statement 23 indicated that participants ranked this
statement -4 because they did not work in the particular office that handles that function. For
example, Participant 19 wrote “I do not work in Student Conduct.” Likewise, Participant 25
provided additional feedback regarding statement 8. She believed this role was performed by an
individual responsible for office manager type tasks, i.e. “This seems like an administrative
position who is responsible for opening and closing.” Participants’ role in Constructive
Leadership is to develop, facilitate, and sometimes instruct on programs designed for students.
They are the front-line staff who work directly with students to foster meaningful connections to
campus. The connections made through these programs support students’ development and
foster a sense of belonging to the institution.
In summary, the demographics, factor arrays, distinguishing and anchor statements along
with data collected from the post sort responses for factor 4 represented the role of Constructive
Leadership by stating that their essential task was to construct programs for students. This factor
emphasized characteristics of designing and facilitating programs for students to help them be
successful and productive. These leaders are connected to students, hence, working with
students and developing programs as part of Constructive Leadership was ranked +4.
Consensus Statements
Consensus statements are statements that are represented statistically by similar Z scores
and thus occupy similar positions across factor arrays. As such consensus statements do not
distinguish between any pair of factors. Consensus items are valuable and informative to the
researcher. This study had four consensus statements (Table 2.6). All of these consensus items
illustrate what participants believe are not important roles in their positions within SA; it is
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significant that they all ranked the statements in a similar position in the factor array.
One consensus statement was “I am an advocate for student groups.” The placement of
this statement in the factor array shows how unimportant this task was among participants who
sorted the 37 statements. The position of the statement illustrates how statements closest to the
middle of the distribution grid lose their meaning. This statement had a position of 0 in the
factor array for three factors. If this study were repeated I would eliminate this statement
because it was too broad a statement.
Another consensus statement was “I recruit and admit students.” The placement of this
statement in the factor array shows how unimportant this task was to participants who sorted the
37 statements. This statement had a position of -4 for three factors. SAAs are not in the
business of recruiting and admitting students. Those tasks, obligations, and duties are often the
concern of Academic Affairs. However, participants felt that maybe they should be concerned
with recruiting and informally it should be a part of everyone’s job on a college campus.
There was also some consensus around the statement “I coordinate and administer
scholarships.” The placement of this statement at the low end of all the factor arrays shows how
unimportant this task was to participants who sorted the 37 statements. This statement had a
position of -3 in factors 1 and 2, -4 in factor 3, and -2 in factor 4. SAAs are not in the business
of administering financial aid and scholarships. Those duties are generally the concern of
Financial Aid. Nevertheless, participants indicated they would assist students with questions
about such topics the best they could and point them in the right direction, or even make
connections for them.
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Table 2.6 Consensus Statements
Factors
1

Statements

No.
1

I am an advocate for student

2

3

4

No.

RNK

SCORE

RNK

SCORE

RNK

SCORE

RNK

SCORE

1

0

0.24

0

-0.12

1

0.34

0

0.28

groups
10*

I recruit and admit students

10

-4

-1.68

-4

-1.80

-3

-1.50

-4

-1.95

16*

I coordinate and administer

16

-3

-1.33

-3

-1.47

-4

-1.56

-2

-1.09

35

-3

-1.11

-1

-0.61

-2

-0.73

-1

-0.69

scholarships
35

I assess the outcomes and
impacts associated with
student organizations.

Those Flagged With an * are also Non-Significant at P>.05.
Conclusion
This study used Q methodology to examine how SAAs perceive the essential tasks
involved with their role (responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in SA at their institution. Forty
SAAs who were members of NASPA and employed by aspirant institutions of UNF sorted 37
statements representing role characteristics on a scale of “least important” (-4) to “most
important” (+4). The 40 sorts were factor analyzed using principal components analysis along
with varimax factor rotation. As a result, four factors arose that characterized unique viewpoints
of the essential tasks or practices involved with SAAs’ role (responsibilities, duties, and
obligations) at their university. The interpretation of the four factors resulted in themes that
assisted in naming the factors: (1) Collective Leadership, (2) Instructive Leadership, (3)
Supportive Leadership, and (4) Constructive Leadership. As described in in this chapter, factor
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arrays, distinguishing and anchor statements and exemplars helped to describe the factor. Lastly,
post sort responses from participants were included in the interpretation of the factors.
Chapter 5 reviews the data analysis of four factors that represent unique viewpoints of
SAAs’ roles. The four factors illustrate four distinct themes that characterize participants’ roles:
(1) Connective Leadership, (2) Instructive Leadership, (3) Supportive Leadership, and (4)
Constructive Leadership. Chapter 5 ends with a discussion of the implications,
recommendations for future research, limitations, and a conclusion of the study.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine how administrators in SA perceived their role
in public HE institutions in the United States. The study explained this purpose through the
following research question: “What are the essential tasks involved with SAA roles
(responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at their university?” I chose to use Q
methodology as my research approach because this design focuses on participant perspectives.
Previous research indicated a lack of empirical studies on SAAs and how they define
their roles (Katherine, 2011). Anderson, Guido-DiBrito, and Morrell’s (2000) study found very
little research focused solely on SAAs in relation to role conflict and ambiguity, even though role
studies have been conducted elsewhere in HE. The roles of administrators continue to expand in
HE (Winston, Creamer, & Miller, 2013). Consequently, it is important to study SAAs’
perceptions of their roles, as their perceptions influence the SAAs’ behavior in their positions.
I studied the relevant literature to develop a context for discussing how SAAs perceive
their roles. Theories included Bem’s (1967) self-perception theory, role theory, student
development theory, behavioral theories, and Bolman and Deal’s (2013) leadership frame.
These theories provided a useful guide for understanding the roles and practices of SAAs.
The goal of this study was to provide insight into how SAAs perceive their roles in their
current positions in their institutions. Q methodology was used as the research design because it
focuses on understanding and communicating individuals’ subjective viewpoints (Coogan &
Herrington, 2011; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012).
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The methodology consisted of three phases. The first phase involved the collection of
concourse data and creation of the Q sample. The second phase was the collection of
demographic data and Q sorts from the participants. The last phase was data analysis. After the
factor arrays, participant demographics, the distinguishing and anchor statements, and post sort
responses were reviewed, the factors were categorized into four unique viewpoints regarding
how SAAs perceive their roles in SA.
Summary of Factors
The four categories of viewpoint were termed Factor 1 – Connective Leadership; Factor 2
– Instructive Leadership; Factor 3 – Supportive Leadership; and Factor 4 – Constructive
Leadership.
Factor 1 – Connective Leadership
The individuals who loaded on factor 1 – Connective Leadership believed their role was
to be a “connector” on campus by making connections to other departments, representing the
office, and providing direction and vision for staff. The distinguishing statement for factor 1 was
statement 12 (I represent my office unit or center). Half of the participants were senior student
affairs officers (Associate and Assistant Vice Presidents, Deans, and Vice Presidents) and the
other half were mid-level managers (Directors, Assistant Directors, and Associate Directors).
They had worked an average of 18.5 years in SA. The least important statements for this factor,
for example statement 17 (I facilitate student events), were the most important statements for
factor 4. Therefore, the viewpoints of factor 1 – Connective Leadership were in many respects
the opposite of the viewpoints of factor 4 – Constructive Leadership. The participants with
viewpoints of factor 1 were more experienced and higher level administrators who led their
offices. In contrast, the less experienced and lower ranking participants who created and
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facilitated student programs and events loaded on factor 4. Over half of the participants who
loaded on factor 1 had a doctoral degree, and the remaining individuals who loaded on factor 1
had a master’s degree. Unlike those who loaded on factor 2, the non-doctorate factor 1
individuals may not have had any incentive to continue their education considering their senior
positions. Nine of the thirteen (about 70%) within factor 1 were White. This was about the same
percentage as factor 3, where 77% specified White. Conversely, factors 2 and 4 had equal
representation of Whites and individuals from diverse backgrounds.
Factor 2 – Instructive Leadership
Factor 2 consisted of those participants who viewed their essential role as a developer.
Their perspective was centered on leadership development and training. Those who loaded on
this factor were concerned with instructing staff and students on leadership and developing
others. For example, the distinguishing statement for this factor array was 26 (I engage in
leadership development for and among students). Sort 30 emphasized this perspective by
commenting, “This is the purpose of our office.” Leadership development and the psychology of
leadership were key to this factor. Least important to the individuals loading on this factor were
fundraising and research, similar to factor 3, where participants agreed that their least important
role was fundraising. With an average of 10 years of experience in SA, all nine of the factor 2
participants were mid-level managers (Directors and Assistant or Associate Directors, and one
Coordinator). Individuals who loaded on factor 2 had less experience in the field that those who
loaded on factor 3. This may be because factor 2 individuals are at an earlier stage in their career
paths than factor 3 individuals, who have advanced in their careers and whose responsibilities
have therefore changed. Evidence for this supposition is that two of the nine factor 2 participants
were currently working on their doctorates, and that factor 2 participants have been in their
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positions for shorter times than factor 3 participants. Unlike individuals in factors 1 and 3,
individuals who loaded on factor 2 were more equally split between White and non-White. It is
interesting to note that two individuals in factor 2 were Executive Director and Assistant
Directors of cultural resource centers.
Factor 3 – Supportive Leadership
Half of the SAAs who clustered around the third factor, Supportive Leadership, were
mid-level managers and the other half were new professionals (Coordinators). The
administrators who shared the Supportive Leadership perspective viewed their role as an
advocate for students, as indicated by distinguishing statement 2 (I advocate for individual
student needs). Like those who loaded on factor 2, administrators with viewpoints of factor 3
agreed that their least important role was fundraising. It seems that those administrators who
view their role as one of advocacy for the student are not focused on generating money, nor do
they need to generate funds. Although they are not concerned with financial awards, in some
instances they are able to connect students to resources in a supportive role. Interestingly,
participants who loaded on factor 3 had an average of 12 years of experience in SA, more than
those who loaded on factor 2, and factor 2 individuals also had more senior SA roles. The tenure
of these individuals in factor 3 may be due to the type of positions they held, for example, they
may not be interested in director positions, because they may not want the supervisory
responsibilities. These positions serve in an advocate capacity versus the positions of factor 2,
which focus less on students and more on leadership development and training. Factor 3
contained the least diverse participants (77% White) in comparison to the other factors.
Factor 4 – Constructive Leadership
Similar to individuals who loaded on factor 3, half of the four SAAs who loaded on
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factor 4 - Constructive Leadership were mid-level managers (an Assistant and Associate
Director) and the other half were new professionals (Coordinators). As Mills (2009) stated, new
professionals have the most dealings with students, which is what these results showed in factors
3 and 4. The administrators in factor 4 had an average of five and half years in SA, the normal
tenure of those professionals as affirmed by Scott (2009). Administrators who loaded on factor 4
viewed their role as one who constructs programs for students. In many respects, factor 4
professionals were the opposite of those who loaded on factor 1 – Connective Leadership. For
example, statement 21 (I lead or direct and office, unit, or center) was a – 4 ranking for factor 4
sort 25. Factor 1 leaders, whose role was to lead an office or unit and be a visionary for their
departments, had terminal degrees, more time in the field, and worked less with students. In
contrast, administrators who loaded on factor 4 viewed their role as developing programs for
students.
I have found four distinct “pockets” of roles which is new information or types of roles in
student affairs. It is my belief that these four such roles are appropriate considering the work
done in the DSA at public HEIs. These four roles are: (1) Connective Leadership, (2) Instructive
Leadership, (3) Supportive Leadership, and (4) Constructive Leadership. Connective Leadership
believes their role is to be a “connector” on campus by making connections to other departments,
representing the office, and providing direction and vision for staff. These individuals have more
experience and are higher level administrators who lead their respective offices. Instructive
Leadership consists of those participants who view their essential role as a developer. Their
perspective is centered on leadership development and training. They are more concerned with
instructing staff and students on leadership as well as developing others. Supportive Leadership
are those who are in positions of mid-level management. The administrators who shared the
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Supportive Leadership perspective viewed their role as an advocate for students. Constructive
Leadership views their role as one who constructs programs for students. Those with this
leadership style had the least experience in comparison to Connective, Instructive, and
Supportive Leadership.
In my opinion there appears to be adequate mobility between the four types of roles, as
there should be based on education and degree type. I feel there is a need for diversifying the
types of administrators with CSAO positions as well as those that advocate for students, as
demonstrated in factor 1 and 3. SAAs should not be so compartmentalized in their roles; due to
the nature of their work as a voice and advocate for students, hence the practice of student
development theory in HE.
Implications
This exploration of SAAs’ perceptions of their roles has implications for theory, practice,
policy making, and future research.
Theory
Chapter 2 identified theoretical and conceptual frameworks that guided this study—
role theory, Bolman and Deal’s (2013) organizational framework, student development theory,
and situational leadership.
Role theory focuses on the duties, responsibilities, and obligations associated with
positions in an organization and the expectations of those positions (Biddle, 1986). A lack of
understanding creates role ambiguity and role conflict (Biddle, 1986; Rizzo et al., 1970;
Wolverton et al., 1999). This study supports elements of role theory in that participants directly
addressed and stated their specific responsibilities in their positions. For example, the post sort
comments from sort 9 (a Director for Campus Activities & Involvement) regarding statement 21
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(I lead or direct and office, unit, or center) were “I am responsible for a unit that serves student
organizations and student leaders.” Other statements from this participant included phrases like,
“I am responsible for the staff under that office and I am responsible for a unit that serves student
organizations and student leaders.” This individual clearly expressed their formal role as
described by role theory. Expectations, whether formal or informal, construct a role (Biddle,
1986; Guthrie & Schuermann, 2010). Participant 9 also loaded onto the viewpoint that
characterized Instructive Leadership in factor 2, which further supports role theory in regards to
the concepts of formal responsibilities such as, staff evaluation. Participants further explained
what formal responsibilities were not a part of their roles. For instance, two SAAs stated “I do
not recruit and admit students as a formal responsibility of my role” and “Fundraising is not a
formal or direct part of my work.” The core concept of role theory is the union of one’s role, the
position, and the expectations (Montez et al., 2003).
The structural condition of role ambiguity was also articulated in this study. For
example, Sort 13’s post response answers to statement 28 (I engage in fundraising) was -4,
meaning it was a least important task. However, this participant provided an insightful
perspective, saying, “This is not a formal part of my work, but I can make the connections
between the quality of my work and parent or alumni giving.” By trade, SA staff are helpers;
that is, they are in the profession because they want to support students and their development.
Straying outside the realm of a professional’s expertise can have negative effects. For example,
the wrong information can be provided to students or the effort detracts from the primary roles of
an administrator. SAAs are experts in their positions and should be performing to the best of
their ability within their area of expertise and sharing that expertise with students, instead of, for
example, spending two hours with a student on financial aid. But there is a need for balance,
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because SAAs feel the whole student is important and do not want to be perceived as being too
rigid and not helpful. This study’s findings further support the idea of role theory and
demonstrate how some informal roles arise within positions, contributing to role ambiguity.
The response from sort 9 corroborated principles of Bolman and Deal’s (2013)
organizational framework. Their structural frame is one of the most common ways of thinking
about organizations, as it describes the social architecture. This frame posits that organizations
exist to accomplish a set of goals by means of clear roles and responsibilities (Stringer, 2009).
Participant 3 articulated a role of setting goals and “ensuring goals are achieved” per the post sort
response to statement 33 (I engage in the assessment of programs and their impacts on students).
Participant 12 noted, “Setting priorities for our division and keeping us on track with the big
picture is central to my role as a Vice President.” Additionally, participant 9 clearly outlined
their responsibilities in the post sort responses by using statements such as, “I am responsible for
a unit that...” or “I am responsible for staff that…”. This clear understanding is important
because it eliminates role ambiguity in the job. The post sort responses show that SAAs in this
study clearly understood goals, roles, and responsibilities in their positions within the DSA and
supported the elements of the organizational framework of Bolman and Deal.
This study also supports components of student development theory. This theory
describes a partnership among SAAs and faculty in their efforts to improve student learning
(Evans et al., 2010). Student development theory emphasizes the development of the entire
student as stated by participant 29: “Our work should always be about students.” The theory
emphasizes the welfare of the whole student, concern for student discipline, and sincere care for
offering students advice and support (Rhatigan, 2009). Participant 29 also loaded onto the
viewpoint that characterized Connective Leadership in factor 1, which further supports student
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development theory in regards to assigning a +4 to concepts of collaborations with offices across
HE campuses for the benefit of students. Participant 12 commented, “As a VPSA (Vice
President for Student Affairs) I need to be sure that the needs and concerns of students are at the
center of all of our work, all across campus.” Participant 19 further explained, “Part of the
programming I develop is teaching faculty and staff how to respond to at-risk students.”
Participant 34 elaborated by saying, “I constantly inform others on campus about the services
that we provide, such as crisis intervention.” According to Evans et al. (2010), student
development theory can improve SA professionalism in relation to how these individuals see
their role within HEIs. The study further expounds on daily workings of SA and how student
development theory is at the core of their profession.
Hersey and Blanchard’s (1974, 1988) situational leadership theory was also used to frame
this study. This theory focuses on the actions of the leader; it “examines the leaders’ patterns of
activity, roles, and categories of behavior” (Monahan & Shah, 2011, p. 16). The comments from
participant 30 supported the elements of this theory, “Leadership development occurs at all
levels and starts with the staff that develops our programs, thus, a focus on the staff results in the
development of outstanding programs for our students.” This Director appears to demonstrate
situational leadership, in that it emphasizes leadership development and supports the idea that
people can learn to become leaders through teaching and observation. Participant 30 also loaded
onto the viewpoint that characterized Instructive Leadership in factor 2, which further supports
situational leadership in regards to assigning a +4 to ideas of leadership engagement and
development. Participant 38 sums this up by declaring, “We develop staff through supervision,
which pays dividends to the field over time.” Participant 29 articulates an example of situational
leadership by commenting, “It is important to provide leadership to those under your charge. It
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is also important to be aware of the organizational dynamics at play in order to anticipate sudden
changes. In higher education the environment is always changing. It is important to be able to
manage what is occurring as it is occurring.” It appears this leader understands the constant
change that occurs in HE because students and HE environments are always changing, and
seems to have learned to anticipate changes in order to bring to bear leadership skills appropriate
to the situation. This study also provides guidance on how professionals in the field can move
between different leadership practices to perfect their leadership abilities and practice situational
leadership.
Among other challenges, the literature review discussed fiscal challenges that SAAs face,
specifically that “public institutions of higher education will not be able to turn to their
legislatures for substantial increases in funding” (Schuh, 2009, p. 88) because of limited fiscal
resources (Altundemir, 2012). This lack of state support in turn creates challenges within SA to
maintain sufficient funding in the future (Altundemir, 2012; Schuh, 2009, Zumeta, 2012). This
challenge for SAAs can potentially impact programs, services, learning opportunities, and
activities offered and developed by the DSA. Participant 18 elaborated on this by asserting,
“Everyone is worried about money, but I believe that we can make the most of the money we
have and still be successful. I have always had to work on a shoe-string budget, but we do well
with partnering with other offices to maximize the interactions, involvement, and impact of our
department to our campus and community.” Participant 16 noted, “Financial resources drive the
agenda,” This participant also loaded onto the viewpoint that characterized Connective
Leadership in factor 1, which further supports the concerns of finances, since the individual
ranked statements of financial resources as a +3 in the factor array.
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I have confirmed the existing theories of role theory, student development theory,
situational leadership, and Bolman and Deal’s (2013) organizational framework as the identified
theoretical and conceptual frameworks that guided this study. This study supports the elements
of role theory, specifically the structural condition of role ambiguity. This study’s findings
further supports the idea of role theory and demonstrates how some informal roles arise within
positions, contributing to role ambiguity. Responses from participants in their post sort answers
corroborated principles of Bolman and Deal’s (2013) organizational framework pertaining
directly to the structural frame. This study also supports components of student development
theory, which describes a partnership among SAAs and faculty in their efforts to improve student
learning (Evans et al., 2010). Comments from participants supported the elements of Hersey and
Blanchard’s (1974, 1988) situational leadership theory by demonstrating situational leadership.
Lastly, this study affirms the review of the literature regarding the fiscal challenges that SAAs
face.
Practice
This study explored the perceptions of chief SA officers, mid-managers, and new
professionals in SA in HEIs. The exploration and interpretation of their roles in the DSA has
repercussions for SA practitioners, their HE organizations, and those who aspire to be SA
leaders. Because administrators in SA are one of the largest employee groups in HEIs (Rosser &
Javinar, 2003), these implications have considerable importance.
One important area of opportunity for practitioners is training. This study supported the
value of further education, professional development, and mentoring or protégé relationships. A
majority of participants who loaded on factor 1 (a group who were CSAO) had a doctorate
degree. Hence, further education in the field of SA may be beneficial to those who aspire to
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advance. Because mid-level and new professionals need professional development support in
order to advance, the profession and HEIs need to carefully consider what kind of professional
development and leadership training they make available. Senior SA officers, who are best
equipped to prepare professionals who wish to advance in the ranks of leadership, should
consider creating mentorships or protégé relationships with mid-level and new professionals.
To further their own professional development, executive leadership should also make an effort
to establish and maintain developmental relationships with students. This would help those who
loaded on factor 1, who seemed to have little contact with students, navigate the workings of the
idiosyncratic organization of higher education. Ultimately, the findings of this study indicate
that practitioners should contemplate continuing education, professional development, and
mentoring and protégé relationships to mid-level managers and new professionals in obtaining
executive leadership positions in SA, and further develop their knowledge of the field.
Another area of opportunity for practitioner training includes curriculum. This study
identifies four “pockets” of roles and numerous ways to look at those roles. Due to the shifting
nature of SA, curriculum in Higher Education and Educational Leadership programs must adapt
and change with the changing needs of students. This dissertation is an invitation to faculty to
offer more theory or foundational courses in the areas of student development theory and
counseling. In addition, it would be beneficial for faculty who teach in programs focused on
preparing SA professionals to be current SA practitioners, who could offer insightful
perspectives about the present status of the profession.
Another implication for practitioners in the field is SAA job descriptions. This study
suggests an opportunity for those writing position descriptions to align those descriptions with
how the role is perceived by those who occupy it. As a case in point, participant 38 remarked in
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response to statement 7 (I supervise staff), “This is the first line item in my job description. It is
my first priority in my current position.” This person’s job description appears to align with the
person’s perceived role of their position. The study supports the need to review job descriptions
for staff, to ensure their perceived role is in agreeance with their formal role. This study further
supports the notion that perceived roles and job descriptions can be viewed differently among
administrators and that the perceived role should drive the practice of SA. This is demonstrated
by the findings of the four divergent types of roles illustrated in this study.
The study also has student recruiting implications for the university. In order to attract
and retain students, recruitment needs to happen in all units, not just Admissions. SA
professionals understand that their indirect efforts with respect to this role are beneficial to the
university. For example, Participant 13 explained in response to statement 10 (I recruit and
admit students), “I do not have a role in admissions in my current role though I can see how this
happens indirectly in all of the work of the institution.” This sentiment was mirrored by
participant 24 who also ranked statement 10 a -4, saying, “I am not in admissions and have no
power to admit students but I can be a recruiter. Within the Center for Student Diversity, I
connect with local high schoolers often being their 1st reference to the university.” There was
consensus around recruitment in this study and it was ranked a -4 across all the factor arrays.
SAAs believe that recruitment is not a part of their role, but as illustrated above, some seem to
feel that it may need to be a part of everyone’s role in the institution.
Finally, this study has implications for preparation for the field of SA that can be useful
to undergraduate and graduate students, as well as for Colleges of Education that offer Higher
Education degrees. Undergraduate and graduate students interested in pursuing careers in HE
can use this study to inform their perspectives about educational and professional goals. Faculty
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and administrators in Colleges of Education can use these findings to support offering formal
internships as part of a degree program. These internships could be short stints in an SA office
to expose students to the field. Degree programs in Higher Education or Educational Leadership
could offer cognate courses, tracks, or minors specifically designed for those who wish to go into
the field of SA.
This study supports the need for formal and specific preparation for SA positions and for
ongoing professional development. The results of this study can aid in creating a strategic plan
for those currently in the field, their institutions, and those aspiring to hold executive leadership
positions in SA. Since, this study provides guidance on how professionals in the field can move
between different leadership practices to perfect their leadership abilities individuals need to
have access and support for ongoing education and professional development. This access and
exposure would further perfect SAA’s leader and leadership skills for the field.
Policy Makers
This study has implications for policy as well. For mid-level SAAs and new
professionals who aspire to executive leadership, there should be policies in place, such as tuition
benefits, to support continued education. Participant 6 affirms this by stating, “It is important to
engage in development.” Participant 29 further explains, “It is important to provide leadership”
therefore, administrators need to have access to continued education on leadership in HE. Policy
makers should encourage continued education, not just at the employee’s institution, but at any
educational institution. Policies related to mentoring, cross training, or orientation can also
benefit professionals in SA. SAAs’ roles often involve training, as identified by this response, “I
do trainings and development, advise student leadership groups and teach new student seminar
and the psychology of leadership.” Similarly, SAAs can “train departments of 100 full-time and
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300 student staff.” Therefore, SAA professionals, who have a wealth of specific knowledge,
should be able to train other administrators interested in climbing the professional ladder and be
supported by policies that promote furthering staff development and leadership skills.

Recommendations for Future Research
This study supports the use of Q methodology as a valuable research design to study
perspectives of SAAs. Future researchers in SA should consider Q research designs when
conducting exploratory studies. In my review of the literature there was very little research
about SA studies that used Q methodology, even though the design has been used in other areas
of higher education. This study shows that Q methodology is one way to explore individual
subjectivity and perception. In addition, the study suggests future research that address using
different research designs, comparing perspectives of professionals, and examining the views of
employees in different types of institutions.
One suggestion for further research is to replicate the current study using a qualitative or
quantitative methodology. A qualitative design would ascertain the how and why, for example,
professionals perceive their roles in particular ways. A qualitative design digs deeper into
smaller numbers; it “advocates studying phenomena in depth and over an extended period of
time” (Johnson & Christensen, 2008, p. 388). For instance, a case study could be conducted with
the individuals who loaded on any of the factors to investigate why they sorted items as they did.
A quantitative design, which is based on the belief that behavior is regular and predictable
(Johnson & Christensen, 2008), theory building. A quantitative design could be used to
investigate demographics (e.g., age, gender, sexual orientation) influence individuals’ perception
of their duties and responsibilities.
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Another Q study with the same research question could be conducted to ascertain the
perspectives of supervisors simultaneously with the viewpoints of those whom they manage.
Such a study would be extremely informative for supervisors and employees in relation to how
roles are viewed and whether staff display role ambiguity in their position. This study observed
a lack of demographic diversity in factors 1 and 3. Future research should explore the
viewpoints of senior administrators as well those in positions of advocacy in relation to the
diversity of staff.
The last suggestion for future research is replicating this Q study in private institutions or
historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs). Doing so could make the results more
robust and provide a greater array of perspectives. One benefit conducting the study in HBCUs
is the opportunity to explore the perspectives of a more diverse population of participants. A
possible benefit of conducting the study in private institutions would be the opportunity to
explore the roles of SAAs who work in division of student affairs and who operate outside the
normal constraints of state funded public institutions.
Limitations
Every study has limitations. Limitations of the current study include the method of data
collection, fact that participants were members of the same professional association, and the
limitations associated with self-reported data.
A possible contributing factor to the results of this study was the method used to collect
the Q sort data. Even though the use of computers for distributing and collecting research data is
extremely common, it is possible that some individuals who received the invitation to participate
chose not to because they may have felt uncomfortable using the software used to complete the
Q sort. This possibility may have discouraged participation or influenced participants’ views.
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The results may have been different if another data collection method (e.g., in-person interviews)
had been used.
A second limitation is that all the participants who performed Q sorts were members of a
professional organization, NASPA.
Another limitation is that participants self-reported the data. This creates a limitation
because common bias may have influenced some of the results. According to Spector (1981),
“there is always some degree of error associated with it” (p. 12). Additionally, “the bias from the
instrument or the procedures can also be unintentional” (p. 13).
Conclusions
In this study, I used Q methodology to examine the perspectives of SAAs and how they
view their roles in SA by examining one question, “What are the essential tasks involved with
SAA roles (responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at their university?”
Forty college SA professionals from public aspirant institutions of the University of
North Florida sorted 37 statements regarding their views of their essential tasks on a scale from
“least important” to “most important.” At the conclusion of the analysis, four factors emerged
that represented unique viewpoints of SAAs’ roles. The four factors were reviewed and
interpreted to produce the following themes that characterize participants’ roles: (a) Connective
Leadership, (b) Instructive Leadership, (c) Supportive Leadership, and (c) Constructive
Leadership. Connective Leadership is focused on making connections to other departments,
representing the office, and providing direction and vision for staff. Instructive Leadership
emphasizes instruction on leadership and the development of individuals. Supportive Leadership
highlights the role of an advocate or voice for students. Lastly, Constructive Leadership
illustrates the administrators responsible for constructing programs for students and being
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students’ first interaction with administration in the DSA.
This study describes implications for theory, practice, policy making, and future
research. The results support elements of role theory, Bolman and Deal’s (2013) organizational
framework, student development theory, and situational leadership. Regarding practice, the
study has implications for SA practitioners, their HE organizations, and those who aspire to be
SA leaders. For example, training, curriculum development, and job descriptions are suggested
areas for SAA to review and apply to their work. The areas of recruitment, preparation for the
field, and professional development are some categories the University should further expand on
based on the results of this study. Policy makers should consider tuition benefit programs and
ways to support and enhance the continued education of SAAs. Lastly, and regarding future
areas of research, the results of the study suggest using different research designs, comparing the
perspectives of other professionals, and examining the views of staff from other kinds of
institutions.
These results have great importance for the field of SAAs and are truly important to me.
SAA’s perceptions of their roles and their essential tasks can have tremendous value for the field,
the organization and their commitment to their job. Understanding how SAAs perceive their
roles can only help those currently in the field, those aspiring to move up in the field, and those
wishing to enter the field. The results of this study contribute to the knowledge base regarding
roles in SA. They provide insight into the perspectives of different administrative levels within
the DSA. They also provide direction on how SAAs in the field can move between different
leadership practices to perfect their leader and leadership development. The study further
explains the daily workings of SAAs and how student development theory is a central part of
their role within the DSA.
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Higher education is an ever-changing environment, thus the need to continually review
how roles are viewed and performed. Participants’ viewpoints examined in this study can
enhance understanding which in turn can contribute to positive changes in practice within
tertiary institutions and within the field of student affairs in general. Those who wish to grow
professionally and develop their leadership skills in the field of SA could benefit from reviewing
and applying key findings, especially duties and responsibilities associated with the four
leadership roles identified in the study—connective leadership, instructive leadership, supportive
leadership, and constructive leadership.
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APPENDIX A: Informed Consent Form
Dear Participant,
I am Luisa Martinez, a doctoral candidate at the University of North Florida in the College of
Education and Human Services. I am conducting a research study to examine the role of the
student affairs administrator in higher education institutions.
I am requesting your cooperation in this study because of your work in student affairs
administration. I am particularly interested in how you perceive or view your duties and
responsibilities. Your participation in the study will take approximately 20 to 30 minutes to
complete.
Data from this study may be published. However, pseudonyms will be used to protect your
identity and that of your institution. Your response will be kept strictly confidential and only my
dissertation chair and I will have access to the data. Any information you provide will be
encrypted and stored on the University of North Florida’s secure server and will be destroyed
immediately after completion of my dissertation. Although there are no direct benefits or
compensation for taking part in this study, other individuals may benefit from its
findings. Additionally, there are no foreseeable risks for taking part in this study. Your
participation is voluntary and you may choose to skip any question you do not wish to answer or
withdraw your participation without penalty or loss at any time. Once the study has been
completed, and if you so desire, I will be happy to provide you with a summary of the results.
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, please contact my dissertation chair or
me. Should you have questions about your rights as a participant in the study, please feel free to
call the IRB chairperson, Dr. Jennifer Wesely, at 904-620-1685 or write her at
jweseley@unf.edu.
Thank you for this professional courtesy.
With gratitude,
Luisa Martinez

Dr. Warren Hodge (Dissertation Chair)
College of Education
University of North Florida
Tel. (904) 620 - 2990
E-mail: whodge@unf.edu

I ________________________________ (print name) attest that I am at least 18 years old and agree to take
part in the study, The Perceptions of Student Affairs Administrators about their Role in Public Higher
Education Institutions conducted by Luisa Martinez and the University of North Florida. A copy of this
form was given to me to keep for my records.

Signature: __________________________________ Date: _________________

119
APPENDIX B: Involvement Email, Concourse Questionnaire
My name is Luisa C. Martinez. I am a doctoral student conducting dissertation research on how
student affairs administrators perceive and define their role in higher education institutions. I am
requesting your participation in an online questionnaire. The questionnaire is very brief and will
only take about 20 to 30 minutes to complete. The information gained from your answers will be
used to complete the communication concourse for a Q-study and ultimately contribute to the
final dissertation research instrument, which you may be asked to complete at a later date.
You must be 18 years of age or older to participate in this research study. Your participation is
voluntary and will remain anonymous. In compliance with IRB requirements and to ensure data
security, your answers will be stored on a secure UNF server and destroyed at the culmination of
this research. No personal identifiers will be collected, which means your name will not appear
anywhere in the study. Your participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time.
There are no foreseeable risks for your participation. The University of North Florida’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB) has approved this survey. If you have questions about your
rights as a participant, you may contact UNF’s IRB Chairperson by calling 904.620.2498 or by
emailing irb@unf.edu. Should you have any comments or questions, please feel free to contact
me at
, or my dissertation advisor, Dr. Warren A.
Hodge, at 904-620-1812 or whodge@unf.edu.
Please click the link below to go to the questionnaire web site or copy and paste the link into
your Internet browser to begin the questionnaire. Upon opening the link below, you will be
asked to read the consent letter for this study. Once completed, you will be asked to check a box
indicating that you have read the consent letter and agree to participate in this research study.
Upon checking the box, the actual survey instrument will be launched.
Survey link:
Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.
Sincerely,
Luisa C. Martinez, Principal Researcher
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APPENDIX C: Involvement Email, Q Sample

My name is Luisa Martinez. I am a doctoral candidate at the University of North Florida in the
College of Education and Human Services. As a partial requirement for my doctoral degree, I
am conducting a research study to examine how student affairs administrators perceive their role
in higher education institutions.
The purpose of this letter is to request your participation in the study. I would like to learn about
the duties and responsibilities you perform as a student affairs administrator at your institution. If
you choose to participate, I will ask you to complete a survey instrument that will take
approximately 20 to 30 minutes to complete.
Your participation is voluntary and you may withdraw at any time. You will remain anonymous
throughout the study. This means no personal identifiers will be collected and your name will not
appear anywhere in the study. Consistent with IRB requirements and to ensure data security,
your answers will be stored on a secure UNF server and destroyed at the end of this research.
There are no foreseeable risks and no compensation for your participation. One possible benefit
from taking part in the study is the knowledge that you are adding to the body of knowledge on
how student affairs administrators view and perform their duties and responsibilities while
addressing the needs of their students.
The University of North Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) has approved the
study. Should you have questions about your rights as a participant, you may call the IRB
chairperson, Dr. Jennifer Wesely, at 904-620-1685 or write her at jweseley@unf.edu. And
should you have questions or concerns about the study, please feel free to write me at
or call me at
. You may also write my dissertation
advisor, Dr. Warren A. Hodge, at 904-620-1812 or write him at whodge@unf.edu.
I have attached a copy of the consent form. After you have read it, and if you agree to participate,
please click the link below or paste it into your Internet browser. That action will indicate your
consent to participate in the study and will launch the survey instrument. You will have two
weeks to complete the survey.
Thank you for this professional courtesy.
Sincerely,
Luisa C. Martinez, Principal Researcher
Survey link: http://edutrope.phpwebhosting.com/Flashq-LMartinez/
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APPENDIX D: Thank You Email

Hello Participant,
If you participated in the study, this email is to thank you for completing the online sorting
activity for my dissertation study titled The Perceived Roles of Student Affairs Administrators in
Public Higher Education. Upon completion of the study, and if you so desire, I will mail you a
summary of my findings and conclusions. If you prefer a copy of the entire study, please feel
free to access it through WorldCat Dissertation and Theses
at http://www.worldcat.org/title/worldcat-dissertations-and-theses/oclc/176634551.
Again, thank you for your assistance in helping me complete what I consider to be an important
contribution to student affairs administrators in higher education.
Should you have questions or concerns about the study, please feel free to contact me at
or my dissertation chair, Dr. Warren A. Hodge,
at (904) 620-2990, or whodge@unf.edu.
Thank you for your professional courtesy,
Luisa C. Martinez, Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership
University of North Florida
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APPENDIX E: Reminder Email

Dear Participant,
I hope you are having a great day. In a previous email message, I requested your participation in
a research study titled “How Student Affairs Administrators Perceive their Role in Higher
Education Institutions.”
I am writing this follow-up message to explain why your participation in the study is
important. Early during my class work at the University of North Florida, a senior professor
advised my classmates and me to conduct a dissertation study that merited exploration, and
whose results will contribute to an existing body of knowledge.
Unfortunately, and as you and I are aware, the perspectives and views of higher education
student affairs administrators are not well represented in the empirical literature. Therefore, I
believe your participation will help me complete the study and contribute to meaningful and
useful results for practicing student affairs administrators, as well as expand the knowledge base
that defines our profession.
I understand you are extremely busy and that this request is just one of many you may have
received during the academic year. However, as a practicing student affairs administrator with
19 years of experience at three different higher education institutions, I regard this study as a
unique opportunity for both you and I to expand the level of scholarship in a field of study that is
important to both of us.
I would like to personally thank you for considering this request and for the work that you do.
For your convenience, the link to the survey instrument is shown below:
http://edutrope.phpwebhosting.com/Flashq-LMartinez/
Thank you for this professional courtesy.
Sincerely,
Luisa C. Martinez, Principal Researcher
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APPENDIX F: Q Sort Instructions
Student Affairs professionals’ perspectives regarding the essential tasks or practices
involved with their roles (responsibilites, duties, and obligations) at their universities
Introduction
This Q sort process is designed to allow you to list your essential tasks or practices
involved with your role (responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at your
university?
Step 1 of 5
From your perspective, what are the most essential tasks or practices involved with your
current role in student affairs at your university?
Carefully read through the following 37 statements representing potential tasks or practices
involved with your current role in student affairs at your university and split them into three
piles: a pile for statements that are MOST essential tasks or practices involved with your
current role, a pile for statements that ARE LEAST important tasks or practices involved with
your current role, and a pile for statements that fall somewhere in the middle or that you are
simply not sure about.
You can either drag the cards with your mouse or finger into one of the three piles or press 1
(Most ESSENTIAL), 2 (Middle or unsure), 3 (Least IMPORTANT) on your keyboard. These
initial designations are not final and changes can be made later.
After making these piles, you will then be asked to make even further distinctions
Note: If you want to read this instruction a second time, press the help-button at the bottom right
corner.
1. I am an advocate for student groups.
2. I advocate for individual student needs.
3. I develop programs.
4. I facilitate programs.
5. I develop student events.
6. I facilitate student events.
7. I supervise staff.
8. I manage the day-to-day operations of an office or other campus unit.
9. I evaluate staff and personnel.
10. I recruit and admit students.
11. I recruit and hire employees.
12. I represent my office, unit, or center.
13. I communicate with, inform, advise others on campus about student affairs related policies
and procedures.
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14. I facilitate collaborations across other units, departments, and/or colleges on campus for the
benefit of students.
15. I am bridge between students and faculty.
16. I coordinate and administer scholarships.
17. I teach faculty and staff about students and their needs.
18. I educate students about the characteristics and needs of others on campus.
19. I facilitate dialogue and conversation across student groups.
20. I generate and write reports.
21. I lead or direct an office, unit, or center.
22. I intervene with and provide advisement to students who have behavioral issues.
23. I am involved with student conduct or discipline procedures and processes.
24. I engage or participate in community outreach.
25. I engage in research on campus.
26. I engage in leadership development for and among students.
27. I provide families with university resources on the behalf of their students.
28. I engage in fundraising.
29. I administer financial resources.
30. I review and prepare a budget.
31. I assess student needs.
32. I assess student learning.
33. I engage in the assessment of programs and their impacts on students.
34. I assess university services for students.
35. I assess the outcomes and impacts associated with student organizations.
36. I advise students regarding university processes, policies, and procedures.
37. I engage in marketing and public relations.
Step 2 of 5
From your perspective, what are the tasks or practices involved with your role (responsibilities,
duties, and obligations) in student affairs at your university that are most essential?
Take the statements from the “MOST ESSENTIAL” pile and read them again. You can scroll
through the statements by using the scroll bar. Next, select the three statements that MOST
ESSENTIAL and place them in the boxes on the right side of the sorting grid below the “+4”
column. NOTE: The order of the statements under a column is not important.
Now read the statements in the “LEAST IMPORTANT” pile again. Similar to before, select the
three statements that LEAST IMPORTANT tasks or practices involved with your role
(responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at your university and place them in
the boxes on the left side of the sorting grid below the “-4” column.
Next, select the next three statements that MOST ESSENTIAL tasks or practices involved with
your role (responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at your university and place
them in the boxes under "+3" column. Then select the next three statements that LEAST
IMPORTANT tasks or practices involved with your role (responsibilities, duties, and
obligations) in student affairs at your university and place them in the boxes under "-3" column.
Follow this procedure for all statements in the “MOST REPRESENT ESSENTIAL” and
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“LEAST IMPORTANT” piles. NOTE: The color-coding for the three piles are simply
guidelines. Feel free to sort those statements in the column that best fits your perspective
regardless of its color.
Finally, read the “MIDDLE OR UNSURE” statements again and arrange them in the remaining
open boxes on the distribution grid so they, in total, most represent your perspective.
Least important
-4
3 statements

-3
4 statements

Unsure
-2
4 statements

-1
5 statements

0
5 statements

Most important
+1
5 statements

+2
4 statements

+3
4 statements

Step 3 of 5
Now that you have placed each statement within the sorting grid, please review your distribution
once more and, if necessary, shift any statements around in order to best reflect your perspective.
Step 4 of 5
Please concisely describe how the statements you placed under the "+4" column ARE MOST
ESSENTIAL tasks or practices involved with your role (responsibilities, duties, and obligations)
in student affairs at your university. Likewise, please describe why the statements you placed
below the "-4" column ARE LEAST IMPORTANT tasks or practices involved with your role
(responsibilities, duties, and obligations) in student affairs at your university.
Step 5 of 5
Finally, please answer the following questions regarding your background.
ONLINE DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONAIRRE

+4
3 statements
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APPENDIX G : Online Concourse Questionnaire
Dissertation Title:

The Perceived Roles of Student Affairs Administrators in Public
Higher Education

Instructions: Instructions: Please list and describe up to 8 of the most essential tasks or
practices involved with your current role in student affairs at your university.
(Please be as specific as possible. Eg. “I provide direct support to students who
are experiencing challenges adjusting to live on campus,” rather than “I support
students.”)
What are the essential tasks or practices involved with your role (responsibilities, duties,
and obligations) in student affairs at your university?
Q-1: Please list (and briefly describe if necessary) the first most essential specific task or
practice involved with your role. (Please be as specific as possible).
Q-2: Please list (and briefly describe if necessary) the second most essential specific task or
practice involved with your role. (Please be as specific as possible).
Q-2: Please list (and briefly describe if necessary) the third most essential specific task or
practice involved with your role. (Please be as specific as possible).
Q-2: Please list (and briefly describe if necessary) the fourth most essential specific task or
practice involved with your role. (Please be as specific as possible).
Q-2: Please list (and briefly describe if necessary) the fifth most essential specific task or
practice involved with your role. (Please be as specific as possible).
Q-2: Please list (and briefly describe if necessary) the sixth most essential specific task or
practice involved with your role. (Please be as specific as possible).
Q-2: Please list (and briefly describe if necessary) the seventh most essential specific task or
practice involved with your role. (Please be as specific as possible).
Q-2: Please list (and briefly describe if necessary) the eighth most essential specific task or
practice involved with your role. (Please be as specific as possible).

APPENDIX H : Online Demographic Questionnaire

127

1. What is the title of your current position? Fill in your title according to your job
description.
______________________________
2. How many years have you been in your current position?
_____ < 1year
_____ 1-5 years
_____ 6- 10 years
_____ > 10 years
3. How many years have you been in the field of student affairs?
_____ < 1year
_____ 1-5 years
_____ 6- 10 years
_____ > 10 years
4. How many years have you worked in higher education?
_____ < 1year
_____ 1-5 years
_____ 6- 10 years
_____ > 10 years
5. What is your highest educational degree obtained? ( For example, Bachelors, Masters,
Doctorate)
______________________________
6. What was your field of study for your highest degree obtained?
______________________________
7. What types of institution do your work for? Please select one from the drop down box.
Public
Private
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs)
8. What is the size of the institution where you are currently employed?
Less than 5,000 students
5,001 to 14,999 students
15,000 to 30,000 students

Greater than 30,00 students
9. Within what age range do you fall?
_____ 18-25 years of age
_____ 26- 36 years of age
_____ 37-49 years of age
_____> 50 years of age
10. What is your gender or sex?
_____ Male
_____ Female
_____ Other
11. How would you classify your race or ethnicity:
_____ White/ Caucasian, European origin
_____ Black or African America
_____ American Indian or Native Alaskan
_____ Hispanic or Latino
_____ Asian
_____ Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Other, please list ____________
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APPENDIX I : Concourse Statements
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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I am an advocate for Greek fraternity and sorority groups.
I advise Greek fraternity and sorority organizations. Abbas et al. (2011)
I answer phones, greet guests, do filing, and stock office supplies
I create and facilitate programs and training for Greek Organizations.
Asses programs being offered for students in Greek organization to determine its quality
and effectiveness. (lit rev. Abbas et al. (2011), Ender, Newton, and Caple (1996), and
Kroll (1991)
I am a representative for Greek Life on Student Affairs Committees.
I Assist in the preparation and administration of the annual operating budget.
Asses programs being offered for students in Greek organization to determine its quality
and effectiveness. Schuh and Gansemer-Topf’s (2010)
I write reports in relation to success and participation annually.
I supervise the office of Frat & Soro Life
I directly work with student organizations and student leaders. Abbas et al. (2011)
I administer Leadership programs for students, as well as training sessions and guest
speakers. Abbas et al. (2011)
I serve on university committees, participate in and attend university events.
I promote the student experience with other staff and division leadership, as well as
secure resources to support initiatives, and lastly voice issues on behalf of the greek
student population. (pg. 34 Bolman/Deal Political)
I educate students regarding LGTBQ issues.
I provide instruction to staff and faculty regarding LGTBQ issues.
I support and are committed to the development of the whole person. (pg. 41- student dev.
Theory)
I facilitate programs and events for LGTBQ students. Abbas et al. (2011)
I participate in community outreach in Jacksonville and UNF regarding LGTBQ issues.
(Abbas et al. (2011) – public relations officer.
I oversee fundraising, as well as work to secure resources to support initiatives. (lit rev.
Abbas et al. (2011), Ender, Newton, and Caple (1996), and Kroll (1991)
I supervise the LGTBQ office.
I am the point of contact for future and current military students and their families.
(Abbas et al. (2011) – public relations officer.
I facilitate programs and events for Military and Veteran students. Abbas et al. (2011)
I review fiscal budgets to determine accuracy.
I am knowledgeable about current rules and regulations regarding military/veterans
issues.
I provide community outreach about the needs of military students and their families.
(Abbas et al. (2011) – public relations officer.
I prepare budgetary monthly reports for office spending.
I manage the office by answering phones and greeting guests.

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
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I intercede when there are behavioral problem exhibited by students on campus. Abbas et
al. (2011)
I participate in Sexual misconduct cases for UNF.
I advise students on issues of conduct, university processes, as well as emotional and
mental concerns. ( Abbas et al. (2011)).
I am an advocate for UNF students that are homeless. (Bolman/Deal Political).
I am on the student conduct panel to review, determine outcomes of student’s actions. (
Abbas et al. (2011)).
I am a voice for students with disabilities on the campus of UNF.
I support and are committed to the development of the whole person. (pg. 41- student dev.
Theory)
I supervise part time student workers in the Student Union.
I am responsible for Publicity and Marketing with the Student union. Abbas et al. 2011.
I do all of the scheduling for the physical space in the student union.
I manage multiple clients and vendors that we work with on an annual basis, for example
license and liability insurance.
I am responsible for all advertising that is associated with the Student union. Abbas et al.
2011.Abbas et al. (2011)
I am the project manager for numerous initiatives that are conducted within the Student
Union Administration. Abbas et al. (2011)
Oversee direction and leadership in residence life
I recruit, hire, train, supervise, and evaluate staff mid-level, administrative through
student staff in housing.
I facilitate programs and initiatives for living-learning communities in residence halls.
Abbas et al. (2011)
I am involved with student conduct cases to review, and determine outcomes of student’s
actions. (Abbas et al. (2011)).
I am the program manager for the residence life program.
Asses programs being offered for students in Housing to determine its quality and
effectiveness. Schuh and Gansemer-Topf’s (2010)
I serve as a representative of the Housing office for the campus community.
I help international students with the Admissions process to enter the University.
I oversee and process the admissions applications for new international exchange students
to UNF.
I administer the Latin American and Caribbean Scholarship at UNF.
I recruit and travel internationally for UNF.
I see students as the visit the international center and answer any questions they have
about the admissions process.
Develop programs to support our students on Probation.
Process enrollment certifications for those using the GI Bill
Correspond with various units across campus with regards to Veterans Affairs.
Supervise staff in daily certification related duties.
Advise various units across campus with regards to Veteran enrollment

56 Communicate with Enrollment Services regularly in regards to enrollment policies and
Procedures
57 I coordinate student events and programming on campus.
58 I facilitate intergroup dialogues for students surrounding issues related to diversity.
59 I monitor the department's social engagement and outreach messages via social media.
60 Planning
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APPENDIX J : Q Sample
1. I am an advocate for
student groups.
4. I facilitate programs.
7. I supervise staff.
10. I recruit and admit
students.
13. I communicate with,
inform, advise others on
campus about student affairs
related policies and
procedures.
16. I coordinate and
administer scholarships.
19. I facilitate dialogue and
conversation across student
groups.
22. I intervene with and
provide advisement to
students who have behavioral
issues.
25. I engage in research on
campus.
28. I engage in fundraising.
31. I assess student needs.
34. I assess university
services for students.
37. I engage in marketing and
public relations.

2. I advocate for individual
student needs.
5. I develop student events.
8. I manage the day-to-day
operations of an office or
other campus unit.
11. I recruit and hire
employees.
14. I facilitate collaborations
across other units,
departments, and/or colleges
on campus for the benefit of
students.
17. I teach faculty and staff
about students and their
needs.
20. I generate and write
reports.

3. I develop programs.

23. I am involved with
student conduct or discipline
procedures and processes.

24. I engage or participate in
community outreach.

26. I engage in leadership
development for and among
students.
29. I administer financial
resources.
32. I assess student learning.

27. I provide families with
university resources on the
behalf of their students.
30. I review and prepare a
budget.
33. I engage in the
assessment of programs and
their impacts on students.
36. I advise students
regarding university
processes, policies, and
procedures.

35. I assess the outcomes and
impacts associated with
student organizations.

6. I facilitate student events.
9. I evaluate staff and
personnel.
12. I represent my office,
unit, or center.
15. I am bridge between
students and faculty.

18. I educate students about
the characteristics and needs
of others on campus.
21. I lead or direct an office,
unit, or center.
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